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ApstyacT

ih1s study conninues rive ysears Lr oar D oveoeay oo,

senior Ailr Forrce Loglistician. 'he purpoze or tnia ra2ar 050
Was to uge tne previousiy developed AT ivilian Moaie,
welghred model of the background, character1stl-g, 2
gqualities of the 1deal senior Alr bForce civilian (g 1om i lan
1n order to determine the developmental nesasz I Lne
population of Go-1o to GM-13 logisticians. The stody alo:
surveyed and ciassiried exisStINg praofessional devel oo
programs oY <¢1vllilan logisticians, and evatuate=a thne
appropriateness ol these programs 10 meetind deve topiment o,
needs tor Go-l2 tc GM-L13 logisticians.

A written survey evaluated Lhese mid-levs) ciwv1 . 130
fogisticilans against the AL Civilian Model's Lo povint
scale. Struétured tetlephone 1nterviews provided 1nr onmatiooon

about the range and varilety ot exX1sSt1ndg profreszional
development programs. The research used non-pavramen: 1o

STat1stics to evaluate program appropriateness by derorinining

the correlation between developmental! needs and Iorresporeiiod
programs .

ln general., mid-level civiilan logisticlam: did meo 2oe

the “"i1deal’” AFIT diviiran Model very well, with scotos

o

ranging trom Lo.Y Uo Hood, o and a mean scors ar dwl 4 romee

V1l




l1ogi1sticians ai1splayved weaknesses 1n 351X Of the ten moded

t

categories. Individual proressional development prodrams
exlsted to racililtarte gQevelopment 1n all ten categorlie~s °f
the Abi1l Civillan Model. but the overall program wa3 Nt j
caianced to meeat the weakneoses o! the current mld- el
leglsticlans .

Ih1s research shculd pe potentlatly valuable r> Lo

1nterested 1n civillian logistician prote

[97]

sS1onal Jdevelopment .
Lt provides 1deas and analysis tor protessional develaopment
program managers and individual mid-level loJgi3tioians. NS

dara and comments provide nev 1L,31ghts 1nto mid-jeve |

logisticilan development needs and pragrams.
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DEVELOPING THE MIL -LEVEL CIVILIAN LOGISTICIAN:
AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF UJITED STARTEZ AR FoRECE
GS-12 TO GM-12 PROFECSIONAL DEYVELOPMENT

T, Introduccion

General Issue

Inited States Air Force civilian logisticrans are
Tharged with 1ntegrating the pileces of a frogmentsd ooz o=

puzzle 1nto a logical whole. Mr. Lloyd K. Mosemann I1.

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Alr Foreoe oy Logistios
has urged loagisticians to develop a broad systems persroacr

or logistics 1n order to meet these challengez (Mo

Irn 1980, the A1r 3ftaff created the Logistics Tiviiian Tar-=v

b

Enhancement Frograwm (LCCEF) in aorder to dewvslor

ev
b

Tivililan loglsticians with this systems persnective,

Arcirding to Alr Force Regulation (AFRD 40-1 0. 00l

Fhe primary gJgoals of the LOTER are to help logisticizrns oo

tositaons (Department of the Ailry Foree, LOCER:20 . Adlisio 19
professional development programs managed at lower

ini1zati-nal levels may 213a -ontribute %o these - x

ast Air Force Instituate of Technology (AFTTY regear ol

fas d=sveloped normative modeis for boetl milioa, s and

ernyor Logrstl crans, and has apnlied fheas modela o wm 0 ‘




Alr Force populations. The term "senior” has been defir.d t:
include those military 1in the grades of 0O-6 and above and
those civilians 1In the grades of GM-15 and abuve.

Because these populations were largely beyond
professional development, 1mportant gquestions remainsa
concerning the appropriateness of current professiaornal
development programs. Reseavch was needed to focus on
developing mid-level logisticians with systems perspectives

In 1987, Capt John Beals studied the population of Air Forse
mid-ltevel military lagisticians in the rank of Lieurenant
Tolonel Thiz study continued past AFIT research by =znolving
the population of Alv Force mid-level civilian logist: t1arn.
1 grades GS-12 to GM-13
Background and Justification

This research buillt upen prior Air Force Institots oo

Technologyy (AFIT) research which proposed normative models of
the 1deal senior logistician. The current normative models
weres developed through continuing research over the past S
VEears Captain Alan Overbey developed a normative model o
senior Alr Force military logisticians in his 1935 thesas

{Overbey: 1 31) In her 1986 thesis., Captain Adelle Zavads
modiried Overbey's mcdel ., quantitied the model. and f:z+rad
the model using the population of Air Force Colonel
Loglaticians (Zavada:30-22y .0 Inm 1987, Captain John Peoal
Tompared the next generation seniory military logisticoran ot




the AFIT Military Model. Also in 1987, Mr. Donald Nancarrow
began to develop the AFIT "Civilian" Model for senior Ailr
Force civilian logisticians. Finally, in 1988, Captain
Ralinda Gregor completed development, quartified, and tested
the AFIT Civilian Model for senior Alr Force civilian
logisticians (Gregor:163).

The focus for this current research was suggested 1n
Captain Gregor's thesis where she stated "the model will helg
Alr Force leaders determine whether existing career
development programs are successful in producing senior
civilian logisticians who come close to the 'ideal'"

{Gregor:10).

Research Objectives

The following research objectives were developed to
determine the appropriateness of Air Force professional
development programs in developing civilian logisticians with
systems perspectives.

1. Determine how well mid-level civilian logisticians
fit the AFIT Civilian Model.

2. Determine what types of professional develcpment
programs exist for civilian logisticilans.

3. Determine whether existing professional development
programs are appropriate 1n addressing mid-level civilian

logistician weaknesses (areas of pcor model fit).




Research Questions

The following investigative questions were employed to
achieve the objectives of this research: |

1. What particular weaknesses (areas of poor model rit)
characterize mid-level logisticians?

2. What programs exist at Air Force, Major Command. and
base levels to facilitate professional development?

3. Do existing programs appropriately address the mid-
level logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit)

identified i1n question one?

Scope and Limitations

The scope of this research was limited to mid-level
senior Air Force civilian logisticians. This population
includes individuals in the grades of G5-12 to GM-13 1in
logistics job series positions and general skills. These job
series are defined as core, which reflects that at least 50
percent of their associated duties are logistics related
(Department of the Ailr Force, LCCEP:3) or shared. which
indicates that the Jjob series is shared by logisticians and
other career programs. Only those i1individuals eligible for
LCCEP registration were included 1n this siudy. This
population excludes GS5/GM-14s in order to achieve a
homogeneous population of mid-level logisticians.

The sample used to represent this population should

contain at least a 50 percent return rate from the fillowing




sixX groups of Job series (3XX, 11XX, 16XX, 19XX. 20XX. and
21XX), and from each of the five Ailr Logistics Centers
(ALCs) and the Air Force Logistics Command Headquarters (HQ
AFLC) .

The sample used to gather existing professional
development programs should contain experts from a wide
variety of organizations. It i1s possible the survey of a
different group of experts could lead to different
conclusions. Therefore, the experts were chosen to represent

several AFLC organizations.

Definitions

The following key terms are defined:

1. Logistician: This is an individual whose professiaon
or specialty 1is performing one or more of the prime
management functions (planning., organizing, coordinating.
directing., and controlling) in a logistics discipline or
functional area or who 1s responsible for ensuring logistics
processes are completed in support of an organization's
activitiés (Nancarrow:304) .

a. Senior Civilian Logistician: These are GM-15
and Senior Executive Service (SES) civilians serving in
logistics job series. These job series are classified as
either exclusive or potential by the LCCEP. All individuals
serving in core Job series positions (346, 1104, 1152, 1670,

2001, 2003, 2005. 2010, 2030, 2032, 2050, 2010. 2102, 2130,

[&)]
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2131, 2132, 2134, 2135, 2144, 2150, and 2151) and all LCCEF
registrants serving in shared job series positions (301. 340,
343, 345, 1101, 1150, 1601, 1640, 1910, and 1960) are
included (Gregor:10).

b. Mid-Level Civilian Logistician: These are G5-1LC
to GM-13 civilians serving 1in logistics job series. These
job series are identical to those listed above for the senior
civilian logistician. However, only those individuals 1in
these job series, with one of the 22 logistics general skills
codes (AP-, AQ-, AW-, CJ-, CR-, CS5-, (CY-, DC-, DD-, DF-, DT-,
by-, MA-, MM-. MT-., OP-. PA-, PB-, PP-, SE-, SU-, and TA-)
are included.

2. Professional Development Program: This is a
structured approach to developing civilian logisticians.
This may 1include such activities as increasing geographic or
functional mobility to provide broad experience. expanding
training or education to provide necessary skills and
knowledge, or other activities associated with improving

- career planning to meet Air Force needs.

Potential Contributions

The results of this research should be potentially
valuable to 1ndividual logisticians., professional development
program managers, and Ailr Force leaders who are interested in
professional development. The detailed descriptions of the

population of mid-level civilian logisticians and the




existing professional development programs could be useful to
Air Force leaders. Another contribution of this research 1s
the unbiased assessment of pr§gram effectiveness 1n meeting
Air Force mid-level civilian logistician professional

development needs.

Summary

This chapter described the necessity of continulng
research in the area of mid-level civilian logistician
professional development. The previously conducted research
was summarized and the current research objectives and
questions were introduced. Three potential contributions
were suggested.

The remaining chapters describe this research on
professional development for mid-level civilian logisticians.
A review of the literature is presented in Chapter II. The
methodology used in this research 1s presented in Chapter
III. The results of this study are described and analyzed 1in
Chapter IV. The conclusions of the research are drawn and

recommendations for future research are given in Chapter V.




IT. Literature Review

This review of'the literature surveys completed research
relevant to both professional develcopment and the creation
and testing of normative models for senior Air Force
logisticians. The primary sources of information for this
review were Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC)
documents, Air Force Institute of Technology student theses,
and logistics Jjournal articles. Department of the Air Force
documents concerning professional development in general and

LCCEP 1in rparticular were also reviewed.

Professicnal Develcpment Programs

Six DTIC documents were ordered to gain a broader
perspective of professional development 1n the Department of
Defense. These documents were not reviewed but are included

in the bibliography for future reference purposes.

Professional Development Models

In the past four years, seven AFIT student theses
developed and validated normative models for senicr Air Force
logisticians. This review employs a chronological
organization in summarizing the research leading up to the
two completed normative models. Reviewling the historical
development of normative models for senior Air Force
logisticians provides a background for further application of

these models. This section briefly summarizes the sewven




theses which led to the most current models. It then
compares the two models to highlight significant similarities

and differences.

Wilson

Dawn Wilson's 1985 research showed that the majority of
senior civilian logisticians were generalists. BShe used the
following criteria to distinguish generalists from
specialists: (1) multi-functional experience, (2) multi-
organizational experience, (3) formal logistics-related
education., (4) professional military education/professional
continuing education courses, 5) affiliation with
professional logistics organizations, and (6) logistics
certification (Wilscen:28). Wilson's independent research
results are similar to those of the following concurrent

researcher.

Qverbey

Captain Alan Overbey developed the initial normative
model of the senior military logistician in 1985. That model
was the foundation of the subsequent AFIT research which
described the characteristics of the 1deal senior Air Force
logistician. He used interviews and a Delphi expert survey
to develop this model which described "the essential
gqualities, characteristics and background reduirements of a

senior military logistician” (Overbey:122).

sl




Overbey's model is characterized by its eight major
subjective groupings: (1) qualities/characteristics, (2)
academic education, (3) professional involvement, (4)
professional continuing education, (35) professional military
education, (6) advanced positions, (7)) logistics experience,
and (8) technical competency. Overbey's AFIT mcdel was used

as the 1nitial structure for several subsequent researchers.

Zavada

Captain Adelle Zavada continued Overbey's research in
1986. She restructured Overbey's model by categorizing the
eight existing groupings 1nto three overall dimensions. She
combined logistics experience and advanced positions under
the heading of "experience'". Academic education,
professional continuing education and professional! miiitary
education were grouped under the heading of "education and
training'". ©She combined professional involvement, technical
competency and qualities/characteristics under the heading of
"professional attributes'.

Captain Zavada then quantified the Overbey's model. She
accomplished this through a weighting survey which calculated
values for each of the AFIT model dimensions. categories. and
elements. She then surveyed all senior military logisticians
using the quantified model to examine how they "fit" the
1deal model. Her weighted model showing the ideal dimensian

composition was characterized by weights of 40 percent for

10




experience, 36 percent for professional attributes, and 24
percent for education and training. This model became known

as the AFIT Military Model, and is shown 1in Figure 1.

Gorman

Captain Frank Gorman used the results of Overbevy'sz
research to develop a career development model for senior
logisticians 1n 1986. His model 1s characterized by 1ts

three main groupings of career development goals: (1)

it
Ut

axperience (2) training and (3) education. Resul of
Gorman's research show that "experience was the most wvaluabl=

component of career development” (Gorman:176).

Beals

Captain John Beals used the results of Zavada's research
to 1nvestigate the degree to which the 'next generation" of
senior military logisticians fit the weighted AFIT model.
His 1987 research showed an average model score of 65 for Aiv
Force Lieutenant Colonel logisticians (Beals:72). His
research also validated the weighted AFIT model by festing
its applicability to a related population and showing it to
be é useful standard for describing the i1deal senior military

logistician.

11




DIMENSICNS

CATEGCRIES

Retail (5.3%,
Assigrments In Wholesale (5.8%.
Logistics Cambat (5.5%
(22.8%) Acguisiticn (6.2%,
EXPERIENCE
(39.8%) §
( Actvanced Positions Carmander (9.0%)
(17.0%) Staff officer (8.0%)
Advanced Degree
(9.5%)
EDUCATICN AND , Professiocnal Contimuing
TRATNING \ Education (PCE)
(24.2%) (7.3%)
Professional Military
Education (PME)
(7.4%)
Logistics Societ::
Member (1.7%)
Professicnal Of ficer/Speaker (1.6%;
Involvement Conference attendee (1.0%,
(6.2%) Conference presenter(1l.9%;
Maintenance (3.9%)
PROFESSIONAL Technical Supply (3.2%;
ATTRIBUTES Campetence Logistics plans (3.3%)
(36.0%) (15.4%) Transportation (2.1%;
Procurement (2.9%)
Leadership (2.6%)
Management ability (1.7%)
Job knowledge (1.9%)
Personal Qualities Creativity (1.2%)
and Dedication (1.2%)
Characteristics Cammunicator (1.4%)
(14.4%) Multidisciplined (1.5%)
Flexibility (1.1%)
Common sense (L.2%
Figure 1. AFIT Milatary Model




Donald Nancarrow's 1987 research investigated the
in describing senioy

Nancarrow

+on

applicability of the AFIT military model
He employed the existing normatiwve

civilian logisticians.
model as developed by Overbey and refined by Zavada as his
reference model. He then generated research protocols
determine how accurately the AFIT military model described
the 1deal senior civilian logistician. His ultimate goal waz
to develop a weighted model, similar to Zavada's, for
evaluating senior civilian logisticians.

Although unsuccessful at producing a civilian maodel. Tz
research concluded that the AFIT military model can be
accurately applied to civilians at the level cof 1ts =13ht

(Nancarrow:154) .
Mot

categories

Gre
19248

Captailn Ralinda Gregor developed the AFIT Civilian
characteristics. and background
in her

to

ry

of the ideal qualities
the =senior Alr Force civilian logistician
research. She employed two rounds of Delphi surveys
arrive at a descriptive model. Using a weighting surwey, =h
guantified Nancarrow's descriptive model. She then surwveved
all GM-15s using the completed AFIT Civilian Model to
1deal model. Her mode]
1oed

evaluate how they compared to this
1deal dimension composition was character:
25 percent fuoi

experisnce,

) showing the
weights of 490 percent for




professional attributes. and 25 percent for education and
training. This model 1s shown in Figure 2. The evaluation
of senior civilian logisticians produced an average model

score of 68 (Gregor:165,169).

Comparison of Models

Gregor's AFIT Civilian Model and Zavada's Military Madel
are equivalent 1n their ability to describe the 1deal
characteristics of senilor logisticians. As the chronological

development shows, the two models have more similarities than

h

dirferences. Within the three major model dimensinns o

experience, professional attributes, and education. both

rasearchers found experience to be the single most i1mpcrtant F
dimension 1n describing senior military ard civilian
logisticians. Below the dimension level, the two models shiw
difterences 1n the number ot categories, with the adiitionsz
of a geographic mobility category 1n the experience limeno: orn

and a protessional skills category 1n the professional

1
0

attributes dimension tor the AFIT Civilian Model.
Other differences between the two models exist at the
subcategory or element level. Within the experience
dimension. Nancarrow's and Gregor's research suggests that
military logisticians should have more command experi-once and
better developed operations and user perspectives than theld
c1vilian contemporaries (Nancarrow:156) . Within the -

professional attributes dimension, civilians regquiltre Jr+=atesyr

14
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technical competence within a specific logistics discapline

than their military counterparts (Nancarrow:89). Finally,

within the education dimens:ion, research showed professiconial

military education to be more valuable to military .

logisticians (Nancarrow:64) .

Summary

This literature review surveyed completed research
relevant to the development and validation of normative
models for senior Alr Force logisticians. The primary
sources of i1ntormation for this review were applicable A1r
Force Institute of Technology student theses. The review
focused on the two normative models developed by Zavada and

el This rveview summarized the research which led to

[op]
s
10
wl
[}

Y

o

[y

se models and described theilr similarities and

0]

di1rferences. In conclusion. this review showed that the two
models were 1dentical 1n many respects. The models axhibit21

d1°f£¢t

M

r

D

nces at the element level 1n the areas <of command

axperience, specialized technical competence. and

professional military education.

—
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III. Methodoloqgy

This chapter describes how this three phased research
was conducted to meet the three research objectives. The
first objective was to determine how well mid-level caivilian
logisticians fit the AFIT Civilian Model. The second
objective was to determine what types of professional
development programs exist for civilian logisticians. The
third and last objective was to determine whether existing
professional development programs are appropriate 1in

addressing civilian logistician weaknesses.

Research Design

To meet the research objectives, thrce phases of
research design were necessary. During phase one., the
procedures necessary to conduct the literature review were
developed. During the phase two, the procedure used t:
collect the necessary data was developed. This procedure
~required two separate surveys. The first survey instrument
was developed by Gregor in 1988. It was called the
"evaluation survey" because of 1ts ability to evaluate the
strengths and weaknesses ot logisticians., based on the
normative AFIT Civilian Model. The second survey was
developed by this research in 1989. It was catllad the
“classification survey" because it was used to classify

existing professional development programs i1into the AFIT

17




Civilian Model categories. During phase three, the
procedures necessary to analyze survey data and answer each
of the research questions were developed. In the next
section, each of these research phases will be described 1in

more detail.

Phase One: Literature Review

During phase one, the applicable literature on
professiconal development programs and normative models for
seni1or Alr Force logisticians was reviewed. Applicable
Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) Technical
Reports, AFIT student theses, logistics journal articles, and
Department of the Air Force documents were reviewed as
potential sources for these topics.

The secrch of DTIC reports was conducted on 12 Jan 829
using the key words: career development. professional
education, training programs. and executive managers. A
total of 75 documents were found to match the key words. The
abstracts of these 75 documents indicated that six of them
should be 1ncluded 1in the literature review.

A chronological review of current normative models tor
senlor logisticians was conducted using AFIT student thegsegs,
A total of seven AFIT student theses were found on this
subject. The study focused specific attention on Gregor's

research since this study was a direct extension ot her work.




The research reviewed logistics journal articles for the
most current thought on the topic of professional
development. The research also reviewed current Air Force
guidance in Air Force Regulations and Pamphlets to provide an
understanding of the system and structure of civilian
logistician professional development in the USAF.

In summary. phase one resulted in a familiarity with the
broad subject of executive development and with the specifi=
subject of applying Gregor's mcdel to study professiocral

development for mid-level civilian logisticians.

Phase Two: Data Collection

During phase twe, the procedures used to collect the
necessary field data were d=veloped. Two surveys were used
to provide data to address the research questions.
Therefore. this phase was divided into three parts. one ftor
each of the research gquestions.

Part One: Model Fit Evaluation. The first research

question asked what particular weaknesses (areas of poor
mode!l fit) characterize the mid-level civilian logisticians.
This part of the data collection phase invelved surveying the
population of mid-level civilian logisticians, as defined 1n
Chapter I, using the evaluation survev. The research used
the following steps:

1. The ATLAS personnel data base was searched to

determine the total population size for all G35-12s to GM-13s
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in the applicable job series. These searches included
subtotals by job series. The first search was conducted on
25 Jan 89 and identified 8246 individuals in the specified
grades and Job series. The second se~rch was conducted on 25
Jul 89 and identified approximately 6400 individuals in the
specified dgrades, job series. and general skills. This

+

aecond Seasch veriitied Lhe accuracy o2f the firet ATILLAS search

(v

and ensured that only those 1individuals eligible for LCCEP
participation, due to general skill restrictions. were
included. The population was considered too large to perform
a census. Therefore, a sample was selected for analysis.

The required sample size was calculated using the following

equation:
N 2
2 2
(N=1) (d™) + (z7) p(l-p)
where: n = sample size
N = population size (6400)
p = max sample size factor (.9)
d = desired tolerance (.05)
z = factor of assurance (1.96 for 95 +/— 5 percent)

The result of the equation was a computed sample size of
n = 136.

2. The research conducted additional ATLAS searches to
obtain names and addresses for the reguired sample si1ze. The

first search was conducted on 24 Apr 89 and identified 8173
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individual names and mailing addresses, grouped by zip code,
in the specified grades and job series, with a social
Security number ending in the number four. The second search
was conducted on 24 May 89 and identified 627 individual
names, grouped by zip code, 1in the specified grades, job
series, and general skills, with a social security number
ending in the number four. This second search verified the
accuracy of the first ATLAS search and ensured that only
those individuals eligible for LCCEP participation, due to
general skill restrictions, were included.

3. The researcher modified an existing survey
instrument to provide data for the first investigative
question. This instrument was similar to the one developed
and used by Gregor in 1988 to survey GM-15 senior civilian
logisticians. except that questions pertaining to model
validation were eliminated (Gregor:307-318).

4. The evaluation survey was pretested using several
local members of the population who were not members of the
research sample. No significant changes were necessary. The
Alr Force Civilian Personnel Management Center (AFCPMC)
approved the survey on 11 Apr 89 and assigned survey contral
number 89-70. The completed survey is included in Appendix
A. Since the expected return rate was approximately 30
percent, and approximately 75 percent of the respondents had
applicable general skills, the required number of surveys to

be mailed was calculated using the following equation:
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S = n/(r)(a) (2)
where: § = survey size

n = sample size (137)

r = response rate (0.5)

a

= applicability rate (0.75)

The result of the equation was a computed survey size of 263,
which was then rounded up to 400 for ease of calculation.
rour hundred individuals were randomly seiected f:om the CLlE
entries on the 24 Apr 89 ATLAS mailing list. The research
then mailed surveys to these 400 individuals with telephone
follow up used to obtain the necessary sample size. The
responses to this evaluation survey were used to answer the
first research question.

Part Two: Program Classification. The second research

question asked what programs exist to facilitate professional
development. This part of the data collection phase 1nvolwved
surveying Headguarters Air Force Logistics Command (HQ AFLO)
and Air Logistics Center (ALC) directorates, divisions. and
civilian personnel staffing and training offices. using the
classification survey. The research used the following
steps:

1. It was determined that the target population for the
classification survey should be composed of those
organizations most knowledgeable about the existing
professional development programs. These i1ncluded HQ AFLC

and ALC directorates, 1.e. Material Management (MM),

s}
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Maintenance (MA), and Distribution (DS)., divisions under
these directorates, i.e. MMM, MAW, and DSM. civilian
personnel staffing (DPCS), and civilian personnel training
(DPCT). This population definition ensured that prcocfessional
development programs would be surveyed from the perspective
of four separate, knowledgeable organizations (directarate,
division, DPCS, and DPCT)., and would therefore lead to a
comprehensive classification of existing programs.

2. The research determined that a representative sample
from the target population must include each of the four
organizations at HQ AFLC, and three of the four organizations
at each of the ALCs. The result of this sample mefthodology
was a sample size of 19 orggnizations. The military and
civilian chiefs of the selected organizations were contacted
and elther personally responded to the survey questions or
delegated the survey questions to another professional
development manager within their organizations.

3. A structured telephone survey instrument was
developed to provide data for the second investigative
question. The survey was structured to determine what tvpes
of professional development programs were available to the
population of mid-level civilian logisticians. Theretare,
detailled questions were developed to determine what types of
programs wWere availlable in the areas of experience. educaticn
and training, and professional attributes through centrally

managed (USAF, MAJCOM, etc.) sources, local (base,

23




directorate, university, etc.) sources, and selr—-directed

opportunities.

4, tne telepnons 2urvey was pretested using several
local mempers or the popuiation who were not members af tne
research sample. NO s1gniricant changes wWere necessary. 1=
completed survey 1s 1ncluded 1in Appendix C, lelepnone
surveys were then .onducted until the entire sample ot 1Y
organizations had been surveyed. T1The responses Lo tne
classification survey were used to answer the second researcn
question.

rart lhree: Program Appropriateness. The third and

rinal research guestion askKed whether existing protessional
daevelopment programs appropriately address mid-level
fogistlcilan weaknesses (areas or poor mode!l r1t) 1dentitiea
by research question one. This part orf the data collection
phase 1involved comparing existing data trom the evaluatioan
and classitication surveys, based on the ren categories ot
the AF{l Civilian Model. in order to provide a common
denomlnator Ior comparing the two data sets, the research
used the followlng steps:

1. lhe evaiuation survey data was collected 1n the "teéen
category” tormat. Theretore, no rurther re-rormarting was
necessary.

Z. lhe ciassitication survey data was collected 1n a
rormat which tollowed the Arll Civilian Model "tnree

dimension’” rormat. Lt was theretore necessary to re—-rotrmar




this data to meet the "ten category" format. The detailed
re—formatting guidelines, developed in collaboration with an
AFIT academic program director and an AFIT student who
previously served as a personnel management and
classification specialist. are incliuded in Appendix E.

This final part of the data collection phase resultsd in
a common denominatcr for comparing evaluation and
classification survey data. The results of the comparisor

were used to answer the third research guestion.

Phase Three: Data Analysis

The final phase of this research methodology invelwved
analyzing the survey data collected in phase two and
answering the research questions. Therefore. this phase was
divided into three parts. one for each of the research
questions.

Part One: Mcdel Fit Evaluation. The first research

question asked what particular weaknesses (areas of poor
model fit) characterize the mid-level civilian logisticians.
This part of the research involved developing the procedurs=s
for comparing the population of G5-12 to GM-13 logisticians
to the AFIT Civilian Model. The data used to address this
research question came from the evaluation surwvey. The
procedures for modifying Statistical Package for the Social
Sci1ences (3P35x) application programs and coding the

evaluation survey data are presented in the next zectionz.
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1. OSPSSx Application Program Modification. Existing
SPSSx application programs were modified to analyze the data
required by the first investigative question. These programs
were similar to the ones developed and used by Gregor to

analyze GM-15s in the same set of logistic

[0}

Jjob series.

]

Three modifications were necessary: 1) simplify data =ntry by
inserting spaces between data fields. 2) correct algorithms
for "other skills"” in the Personal Qualities and Professional
Skills category score calculations due to existing errors
which gave full credit for these categories every time a
respondent included "other skill" responses. and 3) insert
newly calculated mean scores for the seven Personal Qualities
and six Professional Skills elements, based on the results of
the GS-12 to GM—-13 evaluation survey. The modified SPSS:
application program is 1included in Appendix F.

2. Evaluation Survey Data Coding. The respondent's
answers were coded into a data file for use with the modifi=d
SPSSx application program. In general, the coding guidel!lines
used dichotomous scoring rules to award either full or no
credit for each model element, based on respondent answers.
The detailed coding guidelines for the evaluation survey were
important Lo ensure consistency in scoring respondent answers
and to ensure reproducability of results for future recearch.
Table 1 shows how each evaluation survey gquestion was coded

into the SPSSw data file.




Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines

Information
Question Specification Row Caolumn

Survey identification number

NA Three digit number from 001-400 1 1-2
MAJCOM/Response validity
NA One digit number (1-5,7-9.0) 1 3!
(data 1 - AFLC
from 2 - AFSC
mail 3 - USAF
list) 4 - Using Command
) 5 - Other Command
7 - Incorrect General Skill
8 - Correct General Skill, No response
9 — Correct General Skill. Incomplete response
0 - Correct General Skill, Not delivered

Current station

NA Two digit number (01-05.07-14.99) 1 B
(data 01 - Wright Patterson AFB 0% - Los Angeles AFT
from 02 - Kelly AFB 10 - USAF HQ
mail 03 - Tinker AFB 11 - APQ NY
list) 04 - Hill AFB 12 - APO SF
05 - McClellan AFB 13 - Gunter AFB
07 - Robins AFB 14 - Scott AFB
08 - Hanscom AFB 99 - Other

Current job series
1 Four digit job series number (i.e. 0346) 1 10-13

Years of prior military service

2 One digit number from 1-6 1 J
1 - Response a. ({6) 4 - Response d. (le-2M
2 - Response b. (6-10) 5 - Response e. (211
3 - Response c¢. (11-15) 6 - Response f. (None)

Assignments 1n logistics: acquisition l:g.
3 One digit number from 0-1 1 .

0 - No response a. 1 - Responze a. (Yez)

Response a. must also have appropriate response
from question 4 to receive credit
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines,

Information
Question Specification

Assignments 1in logistics: internatio>nal
3 One digit number from 0-1

0 - No response b. 1 - Response b

Response b. must also have appropriate
from gquestion 5 to receive credit

R

continued

ow Column

log.

Assignments in logilstics: combat log.
3 One digit number from 0-1
0 ~ No response c. i — Response ¢

Response c¢. must also have appropriate
from question 6 to recelive credit

Assignments 1n logistics: retail log.

res

3 One digit number from 0-1 1 _:
0 -~ No response d. 1 - Response d. Y=z
Response d. must also have appropriate response
from question 7 to receive credit
Assignments 1n logistics: whalesale leog.

3 One digit number from 0-1 ! N
0 - No response e. 1 - Response e. (Yaz)
Response e. must also have appropriate respons:
from question 8 to receive credat
Assignment. 1n logistics: operational log.

3 One digit number from 0-1 1 27
8 - Response c¢. (No) 1 - Response a or b, {(Yes)
Must be equal to 1 to receive credat
Assignments 1n logistics: mgt/sup positions

10 Cne digit number from 0--1 1 o9

0 - Response e. (None)
1 i, b, ¢. or 4. 1. Z, 2,

o receive cred:t

Must bhe equal to 1
As

t
signments In laogistics: staff position:s




Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Suidelines, conminuasd

Infecrmation

Question Specification Eow oo lann
11 One digit number frcm 1-7 i R
1 - Response a. (Branch)
o - Responge b, (Division
23 — Response «. {(Directorate)
4 - Response 1. (MAJCOM Hn
5 - Response e. (UZAF. SAF HG)
6 — Response f. (Other)
7 - Respeonse 3. (None)
Record only highest mumbered responss. Must ke

greater than 1 and iess than 7 to receive ocredic

Percent of mgt/sup/staff euperience 1n 133

L2 Three di1git number percentage ! 37~ 00
Record actual response (1.e. 099)
Must be greater than 060 to rec=aive credit
for responses to questions 10 and 11
Assignments in logistics: geoqg. wmobility

13 One digit number from 1-5 (# moves) 1 0T
1 - Response a. (1) 4 - Response 4. 0 2720
2 - Respronse b, (2D 5 - Heusponze e. (MNane
2 - Responsze o, ()
Must be greater than | and less tran 5
to recelve credit
Education and training: bhachelors degree

14 One digit number from 0-1 1 o
0 - Response b. (No) I - Nesponse a. (Ya:3)
Must be equal to 1 %o receive credif
Education and training: masters degree

19 One digit number frem 0-1 1 41
0 - Response b. (Nao) 1 - Respaonse 1. iYes)

Must be equal tao 1 to receive credat

€




Table 1.

Question

Evaluation Survey Data Coding

Information
Specification

Education and training: PCE
One digit number from 1-4

1 - Respcnse a. (Yes

2 - Response b. (Yes

3 - Kegponse <. (Yes,
4 - Response d. (No

AFIT)
other)
both)

Guidel ines.

Must be less than 4 to receive cred:it

Education and training: PME
One digit number from 0-1

0 - Response a or g.
1

(208

- Response b and/or c, 4,

continued

Professional attributes:

One dig:it number from 0-1

0 — Response a or e.

(Member <r not memb

1 - Response b. (Active member)

professional org.

o
[ee]

Professional attributes:

One digit number from 0-1

0}

(o)

0 — Re¢
R

e nse a or e.
1 - Re n c.

e

[/}

ol
po

Ui

Must be equal to 1 to receive cred:t

Professional attributes:

One di1gi1t number from O-1

0 - Response 3 or .
1

(Member

n
- Mesponse d. (Presenter,

professional

QY not memb
moderatar,

Must be equal to 1 to receive cred:it
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professional org.

1 472
1 45
etc .

1 47
Y 1

1 i

(Member or not member:!
(Conference attendess)
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Table 1.

Question

Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines.

Information

Specification Row

19

continued

Technical competence: engineering
One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (1 or 2 ur 2 ¢r 4 or
Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: logistics plans
One digit number from 1-5

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 ov
Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: maintenance
One digit number from 1-5

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4
Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: procurement
One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or
Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: supply
One digit number from 1-5

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or

Technical competence: sys/item/program mat.
One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 ov

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Column
(]
51
1 =g
=
o
1 =
or 5
=Q
S5
1 61
R
2
s




Table 1.

Information
Specification

Question

Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines,

continued

Row Column

Technical competence: transportation

25 One digit number from 1-5
Record actual response (1 or 2 or

Must be greater than 2 to receive

Personal qualities: common sense
26 Three digit number percentage

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 17 to receive

Personal gqualities: communication
26 Three digit number percentage

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 14 to receive

Personal qualities: dedication
26 Three digit number percentage

Record actual response (1.e. 0295)

Must be greater than 14 to receive

Perscnal qualities: initiative
26 Three digit number percentage

Record actual response (i.e. 0295)

Must be greater than 14 to receive

Personal qualities: integrity
26 Three digit number percentage

Record actual response (1.e. 0295)

Must be greater than 16 to receive

~o
[
1

credit

to
(
-

credit

rJ
P
(W

credit

-




Table 1.

Ouestion

Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines,

continued

Information
Specification Row

Column

26

Personal qualities: leadership
Three digit number percentage

0]
J

(&)}
1

8]
J

Record actual response (i.e. 0295)

Personal qualities: management
Three digit number percentage

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 13 to receive credit

Personal qualities: other 1
Three digit number percentage

[yS]
w
€8]
!
(€V)
wn

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Response receives one point credit 1f category
score 1s less than or equal to 10.5

Professional skills: analytical techniques
Three digit number percentage 2 2729

Record actual response (1.e.

Must be greater than 15 to receive credit

Professional skills: job knowledge
Three digit number percentage

(g
A
-

i
e
)

Record actual response (1.e. 0295)

Must be greater than 23 to receive credit

Professional skills: planning ability
Three digit number percentage

tJ
A
(9]
o

]

Record actual response (i.e. 0295)

wJ
J




Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines, continued

Information
Question Specificaticon Row Column

Professional skills: problem solving
27 Three digit number percentage

to

49-5
Record actual response (1.e. 0295)

Must be greater than 19 fto receive credit

Professional skills: resourcing ability
27 Three digit number percentage

[y8]
n
w
|
&)}
(@]

Record actual response (1i.e. 023)

Must be greater than 13 to receive credit

Professional skills: thorough staff work
27 Three digit number percentage

[ge]
51
~)
9|
o)

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 13 to receive credit

Professional skills: other 1
27 Three digit number percentage

[S8]
J
—
|
J
v

Record actual response (1.e. 025)

Response receives one point credit if category
score 1s less than or equal to 7.5

Professional skills: other 2
27 Three digit number percentage 2 65-67

Record actual response (1.e. 029

Response not used

The individual evaluation survey responses were ¢oded
using these scoring guidelines. The individual responssz
scores were then added together to form the overall model

score, which was used to evaluate how well mid-level civilian




logisticians fit the AFIT Civilian Model and answer research
question one.

Part Two: Program Classification. The second resgearch

question asked what programs exist to facilitate prafessinnal
development. This part of the research invelved develoroing
the procedures for and classifying existing programs, as
determined by the classification survey. into AFIT Civilian
Model categories. The existing programs were clazsif:od into
appropriate AFIT Civilian Model categories as folleows. Each
survey response could be classified as facilitating
professional development 1in one or more model categories.

For instance, a response which stated "We use the LCTEP
career broadening assignments program' was classified 1into
the categoriles of assignments in logistics. advanced
positions., geographic mcbility, and technical competence. In
this way, the classification survey resgsponses were <laszified

using the AFIT Civilian Model structure. The clazsifi

O

survey data 1s contained in Appendix D. The completed

y

classification 1s included in.Appendix E. and a summary table
is shown in Table 15. The product of part twe of the datsy
analysis methecdology was a gquantified listing of existing
professional development programs, c¢lassified by AFIT
Civilian Model category.

Part Three: Program Appropriateness. The third and

final research question asked whether existing professional

development programs appropriately address the mid-levsl




logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit) identified
by research question one. This part of the research i1nvolved
developing the procedures for and matching areas of poor
model fit to corresponding professional development programs.
The data used to accomplish this research came from bath th=
evaluation and classification surveys. The research
determined that non-parametric statistical analysis would be
necessary to determine the correlation between the number of
exlsting professional development programs in a particular
category, as determined in part two above, and the mid-l=vel
logistician weaknesses in the each corresponding category. as
determined in part one above. The completed Spearman ERank
Sum Correlation test of program appropriateness is included
in the last section of Chapter 1IV.

The product of part three of the data analysis
methodology was a correlation coefficient which indicated the
appropriateness of professional development program emphzsis

in addressing logistician weaknesses.

Summary

This chapter outlined how the research design was
developed to address all of the research obiectives. The
methodology included a review of the literature, a data
collection plan, and the appropriate data anaiyses that were

needed to resolve the research problem.
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IV. Findings and Analvysis

Introduction

This chapter describes the results obtained from the
three parts of this research. During the first part, a
written "evaluation" survey was administered. The self-
reported information was then used to compute model scores
for each of the GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians who recponded.
This process was used to determine how well mid-level

civilian logisticians fit the AFIT Civilian Model. Durin

1)
La

the second part, a structured telephone ''classification"”
survey was conducted to determine what types of prafessional

development programs existed for mid-level civilian

h
ba
ya
i1}
+

logisticians. In the third part, the findings from the
two parts were compared to determine whether existing
programs were appropriate 1n addressing areas where mid-leve!l

logisticians do not fit the AFIT Civilian Model.

Evaluation Survey

The purpose of the evaluation survey was to determine
how well the population of GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians fit
the AFIT Civilian Model. The survey used mulliple choice
gquestions to establish whether the respondents possessed the
model dimensions of experience, and education and trainingE
For the model dimension of professicnal attributes. the

survey used multiple choice questions to determine technical
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competence and professional involvement., and open ended
questions to determine personal qualities and professional
skills. The evaluation survey is included in Appendix A.

Population Representation. The research examined survey

responses to determine whether the respondents were

~ +

repregentative <f the study population. OGf the 400 taoral
surveys mailled, the research sent 111 to i1ndividuals witl
incorrect general skills codes. This situation was crecated
by initially including all individuals currently holding
positions with applicable job series. Later analysis
indicated that only those individuals holding positions with
both an applicable job series and an applicable general
3kills code shculd be included in the study population.
Eleven surveys were returned for incorrect addresses. Of the
278 surveys sent to individuals with applicable grades. ob
series, general skills, and correct addresses, 172 were
completed and returned. The resulting response rate was £1.2
percent.

To determine if the responses were representative of fhe
study population, response rates for HQ AFLC and the warious
Air Lecgistics Centers (ALCs) were examined. The results are
shown 1n Figure 3. Representation of the various 1ab series
Jroupings was also examined. The results are shown in Figure
4. With the exception of the 1900 job series group. fthe
sample appears to be representative. The actual sample 31z

of 172 exceeds the computed minimum sample size of 1736
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Figure 3. Evaluation Survey Sample by Location
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calculated in Chapter III. The computed minimum sample would
have produced a 95 plus or minus 5 percent confidence
ir.terval. Therefore, the response sample appears to he
representative of the study population, with the possible
exception of the 1900 job series group. Once the sample of
respondents was determined to be representative of the actual
population. their responses were analyzed to determine 1if

they fit the AFIT Civilian Model.

Evaluation Using the AFIT Civilian Model

In the first part of this research. the evaluation
survey respondents were evaluated against the AFIT Civilian
Model. Based on a possible total score of 100 points, the
respondents received points for each model element when they
possessed the necessary qualifications. The element weights
were rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent. As a resulf
of this rounding. the highest possible model score was
actually 100.2 points. A dichotomous scoring system was uzad
to evaluate each survey response. In other words, the

respondent received either full credit for possession of a

o}

given element characteristic or no credit for non-possessiaon.
More detailed scoring guidelines are included 1n Table 1 and

also in Gregor's thesis (Gregor:53--56, 129-120).
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Research Question One

What particular weaknesses (areas of poor model fit)
characterize mid-level logisticians?

The research used 5PSSx to compute i1ndividual model .
scores and descriptive statistics to answer research gqu-sTiin
cnie. The SPS5S:x application programs are in Appendix T,

Model Scores. Mid-level logisticians did ncet soore well

against the AFIT Ciwvilian Model. The mean model scors wasz

49 .3 points with a standard deviaticn of 12.8. Nc¢ individual
scored over 85 points. Nearly 25 percent scored less than 40
points out of 100. Figure 5 shows the distribution of mode!
scores. The distributions of dimension scores are shown 1in
Figures 6 thrcough 8. The breakdown of mean model, dimensiosn.

and category scores 1s 1n Table 2.
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Figure 5. Mean Model Scores
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Tapie 2. Mean Model, Dimension. and Category Scores

Mean Std. Min. Max. Max.
Score Dev. Score Score Possible

Mode| OScore 49 .3 13.8 12.9 82.2 1060.2

Dimensions

Experience 19.8 9.8 0.0 40 .U 40 .0
Education and Training 10.2 6.9 0.0 25.¢2 25.2
Professional Attributes 19.3 4.2 6.0 27.0 35.0

Lategories

Assignments in Logistics 11.7 6.6 0.0 18.9 18.9
Advanced Positions 5.4 5.6 0.0 13.8 13.8
Mobilaity 2.7 3.5 0.0 7.3 7.3
College Degrees 3.9 4.4 0.0 12.U0 12.0
PCE 5.0 4.2 0.0 8.5 8.5
PME 1.3 2.1 0.0 4.7 4.7
Fersonal Qualities 5.6 1.7 1.4 9.0 11.5
Technical Competence 9.2 3.3 0.0 10.9 10.9
Professional Skills 4.2 1.1 1.0 7.5 8.5
Professional Involvement 0.3 0.7 0.0 4.1 4.1
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Figure 6. Mean Dimension Scores: Experience
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Frequency,

Mean Dimension Scores

kducation and Training

O~ 1T T T T T T T T T T T
o 4 8 12 1o 20 24

Education and Training Score

-

R

Figure 7 Mean Dimension Scores: Education and Training
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Mean Dimension Scores

Professional Attributes
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Professional Attributes Score
Figure 8. Mean Dimension Scores: Professional Attributes

47




Dimension Scores. The respondents did not scor: well <n
any of the three model dimensions. Figures 9 and 10 show
model fit based on the three dimensicns. Figure 9 shows each

mean dimension scorée as a percentage of 1ts maximum possible
score. For example, 1n the dimension of experience, the mean
dimension score was 19.8 and the maximum possible =cors 1n
this dimension was 40.0. Therefore, the dimension psrcentags
shown in Figure 9 for this dimension is 19.8/40.0 = 49 5
percent.

Figure 10 shows the Spearman Rank Correlation of <he

dimension percentages as calculated above with their

0

respective maximum possible dimension scores.  For enampols

U

in the dimension of experience, the dimensicn perTenrags waisl
49.% percent. which was the second highest of the Fhre-

dimension percentages and therefore received a rank <f two.
All dimension percentages were ranked accordingly from on=
three. Likewise, the maximum possible score 1n the dim=sns:-n

of experience was 40.0, which was the highest of the three

maximum possible dimension scores and therefore racerved a3

rank of one. All maximum possible dimension scores wers
ranked accordingly from one to three. The Spearman Ranik

Correlation then compared these two paired ranks to indi-at -

the correlation between dimension percentages and maximam

9]

possible scores (Siegel :202-211).
The mean experience score was 19.8 with a =*andard

deviation of 9.8, Three percent of the individuals earned
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Model Fit: Percent of

Maximum Dimension Score

Experience

td & Tng.

Prof. Att

0% 20% 40% ol% 8% 100%

Figure 9. Model Fit: Percentage of Maximum Dimension Score




the top experience score of 40 points. The mean education
and training score was 10.2 with a standard deviation of &£.9.
Four percent of the individuals earned the top education and
training score of 25.2 points. The mean professional
attributes score was 19.3 with a standard deviation <f 4.Z.
No individuals earned the top professional attributeg zoore
2f 35.0 points, as the maximum score attained in this

dimension was 27.0 points.

1 CASE PERCENT RANK MAX RANK
. Experience 49.50 2 40.900 1
. Education and Training 40.48 3 25.20 2
. Professicnal Attributes 55.14 1 35.00 z

PERCENT MAX
PERCENT 1.0000

MAX 0.5000 1.0000
CASES INCLUDED 3 MISSING CASES O
Figure 10. Spearman Rank Correlations for Model LDimensiong
Category Scores. Figures 11 and 12 show model fit lasz=d
on the ten categories. Figure 11 shows each mean categorv
score as a percentage of 1fts maximum possible sceore. For

example, 1n the category of assignments in logistics. the
mean category score was 11.7 and the maximum possible soors
in this category was 18.9. Therefore. the percentage shawn -
in Figure 11 for this category is 11.7/18.9 = 61.9 percent.
Figure 12 shows the Spearman Rank Correlation of the

category percentages as calculated above with thear
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Figure 11. Model Fit: Percentage of Maximum Category Score
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respective maximum possible category scores. For example, 1n
the category of assignments 1in logistics, the category
percentage was 61.9 percent, which was the second high=st «f
the ten category percentages and therefore received a rank of
two. All category percentages were ranked accordingly from
one to ten. Likewlse, the maximum possible score 1in the

category of assignments 1in logistics was 138.9, which was the

%)

highest of the ten maximum possible category scores and
therefore received a rank of one. All maximum possible
category scores were ranked accordingly from one to ta2nn. The
Spearman Rank Correlation then compared these two pairsd
ranks to i1ndicate the correlation between categary

percentages and maximum Scores.

. CASE PERCENT RANK MAX RANE
. Assignments in Logistics 61.90 2 18,872 K

' Advanced Positions 39.13 o) 12,78 Z

. Mobility 36.969 7 7.340 ]

. College Degrees 32.50 &) 11.90 3

. PCE £8.82 3 8,530 0.9
. PME 27 .66 9 4.050 <

. Personal Qualities 48 .70 5 11.89 4

. Technical Competence 84 .40 1 10,93 3

: Professional Skills 49 .40 4 2. 93¢ a5
i Professional Involvement 7.320 10 4.010 2
. PERCENT MAX

. PERCENT 1.0000

. MAX 0.522 1.0000

MAXIMUM DIFFERENCE ALLOWED BETWEEN TIES 1.00E-0NE

© CASES INCLUDED 10 MISSING CASLES O

Figqure 12. Spearman Rank Correlations fo

—~

- Model Tateg-iraes




Within the experience dimension, respondents did not

D

score well on any category except assignments 1n loglztizo.
The mean assignments in logistics score was 11.7 points.
about 62 percent of the 18.9 points possible. The

respondents did not score as well in the advanced positions

or geographic mebility categories. In advanced positilons,
the mean score was 5.4 points, about 39 percent of the 122
points possible. In mobility. the mean score was 2.7. aboat

37 percent of the 7.3 points possible.

Within the education and tralining dimension. respondent:s
did not score well on any category except Professional
Continuing Education (PCE). The mean PCE score was 5.0
points, about 59 percent of the 8.5 points possible. The
respondents did not score as well in the college degree and
Professional Military Education (PME) categories. In callsge
degrees, the mean score was 3.9 points. about 32 percent of
the 12.0 points possible. In PME, the mear score was 1.7
peints, about 27 percent of the 4.7 points possible.

Within the final dimension of professional attrikunssz,
respondents scored well in the technical éompetence Cate o
The mean technical competence score was 9.2 points. aboutr 74
percent of the 10.9 points possible.

The respondents did not score well in the profeszional
involvement category. The mean professional invoelvement
score was 0.3 points, about 7 percent of the 4.1 piinrtz

T

w

e

sihle. Due to ather than dichatomous seorving method o

[
59}




scores 1n the personal qualities and professicnal skills

categories are analyzed in the element scores zecticn ~f thiiz
chapter.

Element Scores. Element scoring used dichof ome s 4
scoring rules. Therefore, the number and per Ter« acs 7
individuals who earned credit for esach element prooots “he
best measure of respondent strengths and weakress=z Taibis 7
shows the freguencies and percentages of the sample vece:iving

credit for each element by category.

Within the dimension of experience, in the categjory ~f
assignments 1in logistics, a majority of the respondents
reported experience 1n both fthe wholesale and acquisition
logistics elements. Over 70 percent of the respondentsz
reported they had wholesale logistics ewperience. and near!l.
60 percent reported they had acquisition logistics
experlence. Since these were also the two most heavily

weighted elements 1n this category. the respondents appeatr ~:

1

fit the model well in the assignments in logistics cat

T3

D
S
v

1

although less than 40 percent reported experience 1in the
other four assignment elements.

Also within the dimension of experience. 1in the cat>r1oyy
of advanced positions. the majority of the respendents
reported experience 1in either management/supervisaory
positions or staff positicons, but less than 5% percent :f the
respondents claimed their experience was primarily 1in

logistics. Therefore, 47 percent and 26 percent of the




Table 3. Dichotomous Element Scoring

Category
Element Frequency Percentage

Assignments 1n Logistics

Wholesale Logistics 121 AN
Acquisitian Logistics 102 £33
Assignment 1in Oper. Command 65 3T
Retail Logistics 59 240
Combat Logistics 56 32.6
International Logistics 45 26. 2
Advanced Positions
Management/Supervisory Pos. 81 47 .1
Staff Position 44 25.¢
College Degree
Bachelors Degree 83 8.3
Masters Degree 22 12.8
Technical Competence
System/Item/Program Mgt. 148 SIS
Maintenance Competence 108 62.°
Engineering Competence 51 297
Procurement Competence 91 SR
Logistics Plans Competence 142 S2.n
Supply Competence 121 Tz
Transportation Competence 90 227
Professional Involvement
Active Member 12 70

[
o

Conference Presenter/etc.

D
4}

J

3]

]
]

Conference Attender




respondents recelved cCcredilt or management/supervision and
statt positions, respectively. Since these are the rirst anda
rourth most heavily welgnted elements 1n the entire modey,
the respondents do not appear to tit the model well 1in tne
advanced positions category. lhe last categoary 1n tnoe

experience dimension 1S geographic mopility. since mni

mn

category 1S not subdivided 1nto elements, the previous
category Score discussion adequately shows that respondents
a0 not r1t the model weli 1n thils category.

Within the education and training dimenslion, 1n the
category or college degrees. less than 52U percent ¢l The
responaents reported they had earned ei1thelr a Bacheiors oy
Masters degree. Although the college degree category 18 thie

third most highly weighted of the fen model categories. onty

1

49 percent and L3 percent of the respondents haa earned

pachelors and masters degrees, respectively. This overa.. .-

percent college degree completlion rate 1S lower than tno= o,

!

percent rate reported [or the group O GI/M~-Lo/13 LULEF
redgistrants promoted Aduring tY 88 (RHussell:3.). lheretor =,
1t appears that the respondents do not it the model well 1n
“he college dedgree category.

[he 1ast categoriles 1n the =education and tralining
dimension are Proressional Continulng bducation (Fok)  and

Protessional Mititary bkEducation (FPME). Since the

i

=

C Legoriées are not subpdilvided 1nta elements., thne preced1idg

category 3Core dilscusslon was suarritlent o SNow thart mre

o)




respondents appear to fit the model well in the FCE catzgory.
but do not appear to fit the model well 1n the PME category.

Wilthin the professional attributes dimension. in the
category of technical competence, a maljority of the

r=spondents rated themselves as. competent 1n each 2f the

seven technical competence elements except enginesring The
element. receiving the highest percentage of respondente waz
system/1tem/program management with 85 nercent. This was

also the highest weighted element 1n this category. The
element receiving the lowest percentage c¢f respondents was
engineering competenrce. with 30 percent. This was the third
mest highly weighted element in this category. Therefore,

with the exception of engineering competence, 1t appearsz tha-

the respondents fit the model well in the technical
competence category.

Within the same dimension. in the category of
professicnal involvement, a small number of the respondents
reported involvement in a professional logistics
organization. Seven percent of the respondents reported
Peing active members, while fthree percent of the respondents
reported having been a conference presenter/panel

leader/moderator. These were the two most highly weighted

)

elements 1n this category. Therefore, 1t appears that th:

la

respondents do not fit the model well 1n th2 professional

involvement category.




The last categories 1in the professicnal attributes
dimension are personal gualities and professional skillsz
The elements in these categories were not scored
dichotomously a= in the cther categories Instead, the .
respondents recelved credit for an element 15 they vt -
’
thiemselves equal te or higher than the mean G3/M-1..1:%
respondent rating for that element Table & showes sh==
raftings by element for the two categories of perzonz’
qualiries and professional skill Figures 13 and 11 2%
the Spearman Rank Correlations for actual mean ratings b
element wversus the mcdel element weights for personal
gqualities and professional skills, respectively Thez= v
figures help the reader see how the resnondents fi1t the miizl
1n these two categaries.
Table 4. Mean Respondent HaLl ngs for Fersconal Zualib - s
Professional Skills
Personal Cualifies Mean Pasans
Commaon Sense 1.2
Integrity Tl
Initiative P2
Dedication 1zLF
Communication N :
Leadership S

=)




Table 4. Mean Respondent Ratings for Personal Qualifties

Professional Skills, continued

Professicnal Skills

Job Knowledge 22,
Praoblem Solving/Systems Viewpoint Lixos

Planning Ability 17

Analvt cal Techniques td.

Thorough Staff Work I

Resocurcing Ability S

Other 1

In the category of personal qualities. the resp o
rated themselves highest in the elements of comman ==ns
integrity. but next to lowest in leadership. Leadersh:

integrity are the twa most heavily weighted elements 15

category.

(ad]

D

CASE ACTUAL RANK MODEL RANK

: Common Sense 16.6 1 1.44 o

l Integrity 15.10 Z 2.4 =

f Imitiative 13.90 3 1.4n 4

1 Dedication 13.80 4 1.00 7

' Sommunication 12,20 5 L.75 2
Leadership 12.10 f 244 1

f Managament 17.00 7 .27 “

: ACTUAL MODET,

I ACTUAL 1.4000

’ MOUEL -0, 0000 1.4a0a30

1 TAZES INCLUDEDR 7 MIZGING CAZEZD ©

Fignure 13, Spearman Rank Correlations £ov Feraonal ot
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The Spearman Rank Correlation 1s 0.00. Therefore. the
respondents do not fit the model well 1n the category -f
perscnal qualities.

In the category of professional skills. the respondent

rated themselves highest 1n the elements of Job knoowl=dg-

problem solving/systems wviewpcint. These two alementz avve
also the two most heavily weighted elements 1n this rareg i
: CASE ACTUAL RANK MODEL RAIK
5 Job Knowledge 22.80 1 2011 1
i Problem Solving 18.90 2 1.49 z
! Planning Ability 17 .40 3 1.20 4
: Analytical Techniques 14.60 4 1.0¢ z
: Thorcugh Staff Werk 13.00 S 1.02 a
! Resourcing Ability 12.20 £ 1.324 3
1 ACTUAL MODEL
: ACTUAL 1.0000
! MODEL 0.6571 1.0000
; CASES INCLUDED & MISSING CAZEZS O
Figure 14. Spearman Rank Correlaticons for Professiong
Skills
The Spearman Rank Correlation 1= 0.£6. Therefnore, the
respondents appear to fit the model well 1n the caregory o7

refessional skills,

The purpose ~f the classitication survey wao f
determine what types of professional developuent rroay o

ey

avyzs foyry o ooouilian Doeristioians o an ATLO A st
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telephone interview consisting of nine open-ended qucztins
was used to inventory existing professional development

nrograms and classify them into the same ten categories used

H
Lo Y
—
A
o7}
i
H
)
]

in the AFIT Civilian Model. The complete class
methodoloagy 1s included in Appendix E. The classif:ration
survey 1is 1included 1n Appendix C.

Population Representation. The survey respondents war-s

elected to ensure thelr answers represented the £2l1l range

U]

of existing professional development programs. As described
in Chapter III1. four respondents were chosen from HQ AFLC and
three respondents were chosen from each of the ALCs. In
addition, the recspondents were chosen to repregsented ~i1vil1larn

personnel training and staffing offices. and directora%te and

division lewels at each location. All of the 19 tota!l

)

elected respondent organizations agreed to participate 1

the surwvey. for a resgponse rate of 100 percent. Th:

classificaticn survey responses are included in Appsndi:;: D.

-3

The same data. after being classified 1nto the ten AFI

Civilian Model categories, is i1ncluded in Appendix E.

Classaifi

Q

ation Using the AFIT Civilian Madel

In the second part of this research. the classitication
survey responses were classified using the AFIT Tiviiian
Mcdel. Based on the ten mcodel categories, the respongses weps
clas=si1fred 1nto their applicable categories. For inzfance.

1f a reszponge 1ndicated that short courses were grarlalble




through AFIT. the response was classified under the

=

categories of professional continuing education, technical
competance, and professional skills. A dichotomcus s7oring
system was used to evaluate each survey response. in 2the

words, the v

3]
W]

sponse recelved elther ftull credit v =

:

particular category. or no credit for that

Le

e}
o

[ e

Uz
.

Detailed classification guidelines are 1in Appendi: E.

Research Question Two

What programs exist at Air Force, Major Command, and
base levels to facilitate professional development?

In crder to answer.research question two, the prigrams
that were identified by tr= classification survey were
further classified 1nto the ten model categories of the AFIT

Civilian Model.

Program Classification. The rasults of the

classification survey will be discussed by model c~atejory,
starting with those categories under the dimensi1:on of
cuperilence and continuing 1n order through educati>n and
training and professional attributes. Each of the "on

categories 1s represented with a table (Tables 5-11:

!
or

applicable classification survey responses and the number -7
rezpondents gi1ving each response. The abbreviaticons v s

included 1n these tables are spelled out and explained 10

Appendix D. -

T
Lo




Under the dimension of experience. Table 5 highlights

the major role played by local programs in promoting a

variety of assignments in logistics. Even in those programs

which are centrally managed, local programs play a large rols

by selecting individuals for participation. A tobtal =

-ty

4

responses were received for programs promoting assignmenitsz in

logistics.

Table 5 Experience: Assignments 1n Logilstics
! NUMBER OF i:  APPLICABLE -
. RESPONSES .. PROGRAMS
. 15 ii Rotations between directorates: lecal pragram
o s || Career broadening using LCCEP
.4 i Normal assignment process through AFCPMT
.3 {i Education with Industry assigrment
. 3 i Rotations within directorates: local program
3 !l palace Acquire o
. 2 || Maintenance Recruitment and Develcpment Frax.
.1 i Office Assistant Secretary of Defenze Ass:in.
1! Palace Share DX3 Pay Band program




In contrast to assignments

1n logistics., Table 6

highlights the major role played by centrally managed

programs in prometing advanced positions. A total of 12
responses were received for programs promoting advancosd
nositions.
Table 6 Experience: Advanced Positions

| NUMBER OF it APPLICABLE
. RESPON3ES PROGRAMS
.8 ! Carser broadening ko MAJCOM. USAF using LOTET
3 i Adv. position selection Loard: local SEET
3 il Palace Acquire
2! Maintenance Recruitment and Devalspment ©i oy
1 !i Normal assignment process through AFCEMC
1 ! Pacer Share DX3 Pay Band program
.1 ! Office Assistant Secretery of Defense Aszign

Table 7 highlights the major role alsoe played bw
centrally managed programs in promoting geographlc mochil b
This 13 logical., since local managers have little abilivy f
control aszsignmentz cntside of thelr organization. A 5l

of 17 for programs promot

resporises wepre rece 1ved

Te~graphic mobility,

R




Table 7. Experience:

Geographic Mobility

. NUMBER OF . APFLICABLE

» RESPONSES 1 PROGRAMS ’
.5 ! Career broadening to other bases using LUCET

C 3 palace Acquire

3 ! Normal assigrment procsss through AFCTMC

.3 ! Education with [ndustry assignment

.2 ! Maintenance Development and Recruitment Pro1.

L1 i office Assistant Secretary of Dafense Assign.

Additionally., the tables reflecting the dimensizn ¢
experience caftegories show that programs such as MRCD. AT
Palace Acguire., and c¢ertain LCCEP career broadening
assignments are applicable to all three categories of
eyperience.

Under the dimension of education and training. Tabls &

portrays the major role self-directed programs play in

promoting college degrees. Even 1n those programs which

Y

base sponsored, self-direction played a major rale

i

(40

interested 1ndividuals select themselves for participation.
A total orf 325 responses were received for programs promof i

college degrees.




. NUMBER OF
RESPONSES

Table 9
locally and
However, mos
a greater ch

availability

APPLICABLE
PROGRAMS

Local university dedgrees: self-directed por-

AFIT. civilian degree programs thyooagh L7755

i+ Local university degree; base sponzoy-d oyrog.

identifies the almost equal raxles plaved o
centrally managed programs in providing PO
t responses stated that LCCEP Cadre member:z hao=

ance of attending courses with limited

programs promoting PCE.

. NIJMBER OF
. RESPONZES

20
I 17

. A tctal of 37 vrespongses were received o
Table ¢ Education and Training: PCE

. AFPPLICABLE
L PROGRAMS

v Indivadual AFIT. OPM, EEQ, ECI courses. 70M
. Exercurtive Seminars; locally manag=i prooge xmo
"0 AFIT, DSMC, Harvard etc. Fellowship Proagr an
.V TAC Leadership Course: centrally maraged porooy

HeE




Table 10 displays the complete role of gcelf-directed
programs in promocting PME. Five responses were recelved fo

programs promoting PME.

Table 10. Education and Training: FPME
. NUMBER OF 1} APPLICABLE
. RESFON3ES . PROGRAMS
f 5 v Squadron Qfficers School, Arlr Command It ol
Z b College, Air War College: self-directed

Table 11 depicts the major role played by 1:¢

in developing personal

. NUMBER OF
. RESPONGZES

1 el
al mre

qualities. A total of 44 respnz=:z
were received for programs promcting personal qualities
Professional Attributes: Personal Cuilities
: APPLICARLE
: PRCGRAMS

» Local management. speaker. community 1o

In-house programs and courses

. Locally contracted programs and course

© OPM courses and Executive Seminarc '
| Profeszional Military Education cowrses
' Harvard. Purdue. UCLA Fellowships

' Defense Systems Managemonl Cullezr o

-}




Tabl 12

¢}

related Professiconal Continuing Education and ~-olle

in promoting t

were receilved

Table 12.

. NUMBER OF
. RESPONZES

-

o

able 173

DY T s 1n pr
Yespanses were

Will

e

i

reveals the major roles played by logistics

echirilcal competence. A total of 104 respconses
for programs prometilnyg technical competence

e
re

sfessional Attributes: Technical Co

APFLICABLE
PROGRAMS

Applicable PCE courses: non-AFIT
Local university courses in logistizos

Rotational assignments: locally managed

and Developmernt T

indicates the majar role played by local
omcting professional akilils A tornal o ofouE
rezrelved Loy orograms promating proloesa ‘.




Table 13. Professional Attributes: Professicnal ZSkiills

. NUMBER OF . APPLICABLE f
RESPONZES 11 PROGRAMS ’

-
-
O
@
1
9]
O
ot
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{
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s
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.

3
o]
o
—
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b

4 demonstrates the major role played by
individuals and local organizations within praofessional
zocletles 1n promofing professional 1nvolvement. A tot
13 responses were received for programs promot ind

professional 1nvelvement .
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z: Praofes=zional Invaivemont

¢ NUMBER <F . AFIFLICABLE
. RESPEONZES . PLROG

! 4 voamerican Production Inventory Tontval oot
31 Professional secietiss an gensral
4 I Bomiety of Logistics Enginesrs (COLD
C L Natienal Contract Muagesens Ac oo NOM3
L Guality secieties (ATDC. AUP:




Table 15 summarizes the classification survey vregultz Wy

li1sting the ten AFIT Civilian Model ~ategories and the roanhe;
of corresponding survey responses.
4
Table 15, Jlagsirication Survey Xegponses by Mod-l oz
Case Number /Percentage o7 Roonaonzor
Assigmments in Logistics 40 /7 1.0
Advanced Positions N
Mobility 17 /7 4.7
College Degrees 35/ 2.¢
FCE 37/ 9.2
PME = L.
Fersonal Qualities 44 7 11 .u
Technical Competence 14 7 2e
Professional Skills a5 o, L4
Professional Involwvement 13 72 2.2
Total 392 /Lol d

-

In summary. the zecond part of this research ool i

ted 1n eoch 7 ke A

4]
o
i

professional development programs e

Tivillan Maodel caregories, and that many of these programs

weve self-directed. 1n additicon to the previcusly {dert o=
Alr Foree. Mas oy Command, and Dase managed programs.

Evaluation and Classificatilon Compar:ison

n
ur

In the third part of this research, the =valaarion
survey data was compared with the claszi1fi1cation sursey it g

nwsing the AFIT Civilian Model as the frame of raeferepce,

First, the category percentage scaores and 'he number of
ciassification survey respoinses were rank ovderad oo dnt gy




was congolidated from Figure 10 and Table 15. Then., the

1

ranks were paired accerding to each model

v
)

ategory . Finaily,
the ranks were compared using the 3Spearman Pank Order

Correlation. In this way, the relationship between

logistician weaknesses and <orresponding profe:

Fezearch Question Three

Do existing programs appropriately address the mid-level
logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit) identified
in question one?

Non-parametric statistical comparisons of professi nal

professiona. development programs were related £ looistiociar
weaknessesz, the Spearman kaak Order Correlatinn wan voed,
.ie number of responses generated by the classificari-n

survey (TLAZZ) were compared with the mean category =-ore

expressed as a percentage <f the maximum rnossible ooy = foon
the evaluation survey (EVAL). These two columns wer- tin
rank ordered from highest to lowest, Figure 19 dopictz vl

comparisons as well as the Zpearman Rank Toryveiat ponm,




. LASE CLASS RANK  EVAL HANE.
. Assignments 1n Logistics 4U.0ud 4 6l.90u I
. Advanced Positions 18.uouu 7 39 . 13U o
. Geographic Mobility 17.900 s 36.990 o]
. College Degree 3o .Uy 6 34 .00 /
' FUE 37000 2 RE~Ic PV
PME S LU Lo e/ Ty
: Fersonal ualities 440Uy 3 4 s =
: lechnical Competence Lug . o L He 40y L
. Protressional Skills B OUY 4 49 4ty -1
. Protessional Involvement 13.00U El AR AV L1
: CLAGS EVAL
; CLASS 1.00u0
. EVAL U.8545 1.00uu
v CASES INCLUDED Lo MISSTING UASES
Figure 1%. Spearman Rank Correlations by Model Categiiy
(e gpearman Rank Correlation 1s 4.8945 Theretore, *hey
a large, statistically signitfircant correlation, p= ool
Zi1egel Z1le) ., between the number of existing protaessi nad
dewvelopment programs for a partilcular category {(as measurad
USing the classification survey)] and the ~ategory [pop "ent g
score (as measured by the evaluation survey) In arher
Werds 1L e oW Cartegaory perceniate Scores are Jdetrined a
ImF 13017 1Aan weaknesses, there 13 a S1JgN1T1Cant nedgart oo -
ryelarion oerweern The number D! Ax1Shing proresSoluna
LT/ L L e DD DY IrAmS and CHYrent milo-ieve ]l LogrEt il
PTERE ; 4 0
joiy foomnT W the peelart ronsohiip Letwesn @il 1
PEERRE SR HU EL S aF SRR HH LR D SR S T ) , 1 vt




depicted 1n Figure lo compares the

results or

the

classirication survey (ULASS) with the maximum catsqgory
sScores (MODLEL) .
v LaADh ULASD HANK ML LAl
. ASsignments 1n Logistics 40U, U0 4 b 82U L
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there 153 a low correjiation between the nunbey

professional development programs and the 1mportance g
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations

e

Dr. James P. Wade Jr., Assistant Secretary ot Detfens

for Acquisition and Logistics, has expressed his concern for

e (Dol

iy

the professional development of Department of Defen
senior logisticians and the necessity for protessiconal
development programs that emphasize greater diversity -°
experience and education 1n several disciplines which make ur

the logistics field" and "high standards of compefency

(Wade:1). These same dimensions of Experience, Education and

T
i
»

Training, and Professional Attributes are the cornerston
the AFIT Civilian Model.

Since 1980, the Alr Force has sponsored several car<er
programs Lo provide career broadening assignments and
empﬁasize training and development activities for senioy
logisticians (Fox:10). In addition, many MAJCOM, base. and
self-directed programs have been created to develop zernior

logisticians.

More recently. Mr. Alan K. Olsen. Assnciate Director ot

L

Mairtenance and Supply. HQ USAF, has stated that int=grat-.

Al

RN

rrofessional development programs shoula begin near the

level 1n order to develop professional logisticians

{Olsen:1;. That premise was the toundation tor this
research, which sought to answer three questilons oonocetrning

professioral development for these mid-level logisticranc,
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Although senior DoD and USAF leaders have suggested that
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changes 1n professional develaopment are e:

Several programs have created activities for developing

b
-
3

professional senior logisticians. USAF mid-level <i1val
logisticians still seemed to lack necessary profe=zs: s
development programs to m2et theilr weaknesses. Ther=;7 vo. 1<
became evident that research was necessary to bettar

understand the problem of mid-level professiznal i=v

o
]

|
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The purpose of this research was to investijate the

n

relationship between the professicnal develapment wsaknesssx

<f mid-level Alr Force c<civilian logisticianz and ths orograms

designed to meet those weaknesses., The research ocaonzizt 1 7
three phases: literature review, data collection to derwerin.:

logistician weaknesses and enumerate existing developnsnt
programs, and data analysis to determine the relat:nshio
between these weaknesses and programs.

The i1nformation gathered during these thre= phas
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ch provided the necessary information o answer the=

three research questionz propozed in Chapter I.  The

following sections discuss each gquestion individually.

Feszearch Question Nne

What particular weaknesses (areas of poor model fit)
characterize mid-level logisticians?
Az a group. the mid-level Air Force mivilian

i7y1st171ans d1d not meet the viteria of the AFIT Tiviiioan




Model wvery well. Their mean score was only 49.3 cut of 100

total points. The respondent model scores ranged from 3 very

N
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low score of 12.9 to a moderately high score of 8Z.2
specifically, the mid-level logisticians showed weaknesses 1n
all three model dimensions of experience, education and

training. and professiocnal attributes. The wmearn erxper
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score was only 19.8 points out of 40. While 3 percent of the
individuals did receive the maximum score of 40 poinrs, as a
whole their experience scores showed weaknesses due to thear
lack of both advanced positions and mebility. Only 3¢
percent of the respondents met the advanced positicns
criteria of having held a qualifying management/superviIory
position or division level or higher statf position. Only 37
percent of the respondents met the mobility criteria of
having had two or more geographic moves.

The mean educaticon and tralning sScore was a mere [0 2
pcints out of 25%. While 4 percent of the i1ndividuals
received the top score of 40 polints, their education and
training scores showed weaknesses due to their lack of
undergraduate and graduate college degrees as well a:z
Professional Military Education (PME). Only 48 and 12
percent of the respondents received credit for having a
bachelors or masters degree, respectively. Only 37 peroont
of the respondents met the PME criteria of having had an An

Command and Staff College level or higher PME conrae,

~J
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The mean professional attributes score for the mid-l=ve]
logistician wag only 19.3 points out <f 35. No 1ndividuaals
received the maximum score of 35 points. and their
professional attributes scores showed weaknesses due o *heir
lack <f hoth personal qualitiles and profesoione. 1o on=0

The mean respondent ratings were very poorly oocorvsianad witd

the model personal qualities criferia. Only e

o
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the respondents met the professional involvemsnn vit=ri: o1

having either an active role or membership in

ot
ko]
v

lngistics organization.

In summary. the respondenis showed weaknesses 1 Z3i00 o f

ft

the ten model categories. Their weaknesses were 1N mhs

I
[
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categories of advanced positions, geographic moebiliny,

college degree. PME. personal qualities. and profeszion

Lt

1nvolvement .

Hes

RS

arol, Cuestion Two

What programs exist at Air Force, Major Command, and
base levels to facilitate professional development?
In general. the centrally managed Alr Foroe and My

Command levels and locally managed base levels cont:ol

Aal

e
]

cional dewvelopment programs. Im A ticiv

rh

hundreds of pro!

e

many self-directed programs were avarlable o vt daai o

These self-dirscted programs are netther centrally, oo
lozally managed. but instead are dependent apoo. =ach
rrvdrzrhial s o tnitratiye . Taken as o a whole, these o o o




facilitated development in every dimension and category <f
the AFIT Civilian Model. More specifically. single progyams

were usually oriented to meet a particular categaory of

development. Table 16 summarizes the following descrigtiaon
by showing the primary management levels associated wisli -z-h
category of professional development programs and azzooizt ol

tician strengths and weaknegses

Us

logl

Table 16. Program Management Level

Strength/ Managﬂmebf el
Model Category Wealkness ntral Las i
Assignments 1n Logistics ST X
Advanced Pecsitiong W %
Geographic Mobility W X
Ccllege Degree W K
PME W X
Personal Qualities W ¢
Technical Competence ST )4
Prefessional Skills ST i
FProfecessional Involvement W 0
Totals 4/6 2 3 2

Within the dimension of experience. programs

facilitating assignments 1n logistics wers usually [-o-ally
managed These programs wa2re primarily vrotatlcons Detwoan
directorates. but also 1ncluded limited az-i1gnments oo
the LCCEP career broadening proagram.  Praograms fasil_c 810
adwvianced pozitions were usually centrally managedi., Theso

programs were primarily LCTEP career Lroadening proiran

izzignments to Aly Faorce and Mailor Command level ooy g0




But fthere were alsc local advanced peosition selection
programs for cerftain high potential individuals. Lne
central contrel of inter -base personnel assignments,

facilitating gecgraphic mokility were usually central

managed. Thesge geographic mebility programs were primar .

assignments through the LCCEP career broadening progr b
also 1nacluded Palace Acqguire. Education with Industry
Maintenance Recruitment and Develaopment, and Tffics of "h-
Azsistant Secretary of Defense assignment programs.

Within the dimencsion of education ard “raning. [t
facilitating college degrees were usually self -direscied.
These programs were primatrily self-directed oozl o=
degree programs, but alsoc included centrally manaz-3d -1o0d
degree programs through AFIT and laocally managed wnioe: -
degres praograms.  Programs facilitating Professional
Continuing Education (PCE) were primarily locally manai-d
These programs were locally managed Offi1ce of Perconnst
Management (COPM). Equal Employment Opportunity (EEOY ., =rd
Extension Course Institute (ECI) courses, and centrall
manajed Ai1r PForce Institute of Technolagy (AFITY. Deternne
Syotems Management College (DEMO) . and Fellaowship proagrame,

Praograms facilitating PME were entively self-direo- =3,

programs anciuded Air Command and Stafr
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and higheyr level courszes.

Within the dimencion of praofercyonal at by glay o

fa~rlitating personal gqualities were =g
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O
Vel
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managed. These programs were primarily in-hous: or
consultant developed programs and courses. but alsec nollisd
some self-directed i1nvolvement in local community. Spsaking
and managing groups. Programs facilitating ftechnical
competance wers usuatily locally managed Thiezs proogr ons we
primarily vortational acsignments and FTID o coureen ot
Included zelf-dirested university courses and prof=zsi-1:
logistics zoci2ty membership. and centrally manag~l AF77
assignment programs. FProgramg facilitating professiona!
sk lls were usually lccally managed. These priograms were
primarily locally managed university. in-house. and
consultant programes and PCE courses, but alse inclad-d -2l -
directed prcfessional organization membership.  Drograms
facilitatzng professional involvement were primaril, e
directed Thess programs wers primarily self-divected
insolvement in the American Praoduction and Inwvens-wu -
Tontyol ZToclety {(APICTS) and the Sochrety of Logizt:coro
Enginesrz (ZOLE) ., but alzo incluaded 122ally managsd noooov oo
Lo obtzin directorate or division membersivips o these
sraganizationg

In summary . 2 great noamber and ccaraesty of ooy oo
3t Ay Force, Major Command. hase, and seldedve { -
to fazilitate praofessiaonal development Prodgvams in £ iy
the ten AFIT Tiwvilian Model catsg-yiss are pramarils
controllad "lacal iy 2t the bz .




nestion Thre

e

Do existing programs appropriately address the mid-level

logistician weaknesses

in question one?

low positive correlati
existing programs and
Mode!l categeries (1 =
categories of advanced
college degrees, PME.
1nvolvement showed mid
(rategoeries with poor

nevcent of the ewistain
assigrments 1n laogista
orofezsi1onal skillis sh

the= exishting programs
Within the dimens
azsignments 1n logista

tyocd model
faci1litate

“foadvancaed

™
1

(areas of poor model fit)

J programs have not ooy
noweaknesses 1dentifiesd
Tant negative corrvelation
1sting programs and curye
r = —.8545) In addait:ic
on exlats between the numbe
the 1mportance of the AFIT
466 2) More specitficaliy
positions. gesgraphis monaly
persaonal qua11t1§s, ard oura
—level lagisticran wedkness
model f1t)y but contained oo
g prodgramz.  The categories
ce, PCE. fechnical compet=m
owed mid-le2ve]l loagaztician
model £it) but containese i A7
100 f enperience, I1n The o
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fi1t) and 10 percent of tho
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£

showed weaknessegs (pcor model fit) and only 4.5 pevrcent
the programs existed to aid theilr develospment In the
category of geographic mobirlity. weaknesses were 1dent 1)
and again only 4.3 percent <f the programg exizted to ad
their development.

Within the dimension of education andg Tyl
category of college degrees, a parador ewighs Moo
tevel logisticlans do nof poggess coliege degress T
percent of the eristing programs are designed 2 211 “hooz
Azvelopment In the category 2f FCE. “he l-gisnio-izns -
strengths which may e the result of the 9.2 peyrcent -I ¢
Trhal o rrograms to o agszisht them In the cateqgory or
weakriesses were evident and only 1.3 rercent 2f the prom
=w1at to a1d and encourage Professicnal Military Eloaf e

Within the dimension of professional attribates, 2
category <f personal gqualitiez, mid-level logiztiTiarc
reported weaknesses and only 11.0 percent of  he programs
zeem Lo be appropriate to assist them. In the caregoy
“echnical competence, the loagistilcians were shtrong
apparently fthe resnlt of the 061 percent of the oo ol
avallahle tao a1d them, In the category of professs E
cRillas they mil-level logisticians adain wors S5y im0
area supported by 214 percent of the programs. T o -
category of professional anvelvement, fthe Togqiot o g &
mry oweal and only 303 percent of tne prograns PR
cncony e thiE oprafecsional develapment




In summary. existing professional development progiams

ave not appropriately addressed the full rangs of weaimesses

of the current A1y Force civilian logistician.

Civilian Model categoiies where mid-level logisticsians zhow=

faw weakn=sses weres the same categoriss where many

4}

professional develorment programs exisrted.  Ip otboy ooy b
where numerous programs have been offered. the mid-1 =021
l1>gistician has taken advantage of them. he converse of
this conclusion 1s equally true for five of the s1v mai oy

weakness categories, Mid-level logistician' s wealkneszses

gersist when few programs are avalrlable The only —wrepts
to this relatlionship <occurred 1n the category of colieqge
degrees Here logistician weaknesses persizi 1n apits (O f

every location having us Wwith local universi-iez2,
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Figure 17 illustrat cniship between weakins

programs.  Thig research di1d not gpecirfically investpogzts rhe

cgative corr<lation bhetween e tindg programs arnd AFLT

Civilian Model ccategories, bt the resulés show an ower .

inappraoprilate
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Professicnal Development Programs
versus Logistician Weaknesses

—

—

Category 4 Category 2, 3, 6,
| 7. 10
Prcgrams
Weaknesses
Category 1, 5, 8, 9
Category 1 - Assignments in Logistics
Category <2 ~ Advanced Positions
Category 3 - Geographic Mobility
Category 4 — College Degree
Category 5 ~ PCE
Category 6 — PME
Category 7 — Personal Qualities
Category 8 - Technical Competence
Category 9 -~ Professional Skilis
Category 10~ Professional Involvement
Figure 17. Development Programs vs. Logistician Weaknesses
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Discussion

The mid-ievel logisticiarns weaknesses can be euplyimsd
in several ways. First, thelr weaknesses may be s=een 3z o
result of their relative grade. GS/GM-12s5 and - 132 = .
likely to be selectad for certain prof=ssi nal 3 : .
programs than more senilor laogisticians.,  ZTeocol, oo
weaknesses may be a result of an 1nappropriate =mihias -
professional development programs. This explanation will ©
more fully discussed with guestion three Third, *£h=1
weaknesses may also be the result of 3 lack =f
responsibility, 1nitiative, or individual acti-n in *! LLlan
>f many self-directed programs. For example, zevara

oY

take the 1nitiative"” 1in their development.

three explanations may

will likely explain the maj
weaknesses. A large number
develaopment programs exict

The fact that 50 percent of
Jategories ars covered by 1
programs may be evplained a
and local control of thege

an

egspecially at

classi1fication

ssification survey respondents stated indiviiu

increased emphasis upon

t the bacze lewve

Survey

respo

Frowledgeable and very enthusiastic about

In tac

be complementary and the rombina® o
ority of mid-level l-gist:@:1un
and varisty of professiopnnl
under "local” managers - niro!

the AFIT Tivilian Medel

2cally managed development

3 foli-ws.  The numher. wiri=*
programs soem bt bhe the roazgpit "

professional development .

1. For example, the

ndents were consistentiv

theair pt

HIIAmS .
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These local managers

o
T
g

eemed Lo enjoy qgreat autonomy 1n
creating programs they saw as necessary.

The poor correlation between mid-level logistician
weaknesses and applicable protessional development programs
can be explained in at least two ways. First. the abundance
of programs in areas where few weaknesses exist and the

converse of this situation) can be seen from the "succecs

breeds success'" perspective. That 1s to say., that succzosfn!
programs stimulate many similar programs. Some might <all
this a "bandwagon" explanation. However. the 1negquitabi-»

distribution of programs can also be seen as the tendency tor
professional development program managers to maintain the
"status quo" without periodically re—-assessing mid-lavel
logistician weakresses and adjusting theilr program
orientation accordingly. These explanations are scmewhat
complementary. They also hold great promise for future
success. If managers at all levels can re-orient thear
programs to reflect current weaknesses, this research shows
that their efforts will be rewarded with corresponding gains

in professional development.

Contributions

This research made several potential contributions to
the process of Air Force logistician development. These
contributions 1nclude increasing the visibility of both maid-

level logistician weaknesses and the number and types of




professional development programs. Additiznally. *h

ndent tancliision

research

I

prxvided arn indep

concerning professional development
Air Force mid-level

for civilian logisticians.

research

The current research provided visibility <7 mid

]

logistician weaknesses,

4

necessity of better understanding this prevaiously un
population.
we2aknesses of GS-12
Civilian Model.
individual

themselves to both the AFIT

compare Civilian Modsl

population of mid-level civilian
the evaluation survey,

The study also provided visibility of emisting
professional development programs.

necescity of beftar

O]

unstudied programs. This reseavh

professincnal development programs. aroco

AFIT Tirwvilian Model . ™iz:

managers. who may now ocompare their programs Lo

Civilian Model!l and too ~ther e

clas

Fhe

3

1f1zcation survey.
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understanding thees pr o
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This research provided an independent look at the
appropriateness of these programs and suggested conclusions
based on thelr correlation witih logistician weaknesses. It
also developed a model framework tor future program
assessment. The problem statement showed the necessiny

Detter understanding the relationship hetween “hese oyogran

in

and weaknesses. The research desacribed the reasons for b=
iarge negative correlatinn hetyeen current m:2 1.l civilian

logistician weaknesses and corresponding professional

development programs.

RBecommendations

el

The research developed four recommendations for act

[

and further research. First. the AFIT Civiiian Mcdel needs
to be published as a professicnal development guide for use
by Alr Force mid-level cavilian logisticians. Second., ths
senior Air Force leadership needs to be made aware <f the
1nappropriate emphasis of many professional development

programs.

Third, further regearch should be performed fo determins

why so few mid-level logi.." 1" 1ans have ccllege degrees when
so many programs exicst. Fourth, future study should
determine what specific programs should be targected 3t the

weaknesses of mid level civilian logisticians.
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Appendix A: Evaluation Survey

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, D.C,

3 March 1989

Dear Professional Logictician

I am asking for your assistance in a research project being conducted
by the AFIT School of systems and Logistics. I am involved only in an
advisory role, but I have a deep interest in the topic.

Captain David West, a graduate student, is doing thesis research to
provide a better understanding of professional development for senmicr
logisticians. Tu help us understand professional development, we are asking
you to participate in a survey which measures current development programs
and future development needs.

This survey should take about 30 minutes to complete. We would
appreciate it very much if you would respond to the survey and return it in
the enclosed envelop within one week. Your responses will remain anonymous
and will be reported only as aggregate data.

Your insights and honest opinions are vital to the success of this
important research. The results of this study will provide valuable insight
for future professional development planners. 1If you have any questions
about this project, please call Captain West at AUTOVON 785-5435. Thank you

for helping. 2 2 (Zé
T3

ALAN K. OLSEN
Associate Director
Dir of Maint & Supply
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USAF SN 89-30

AIR FORCE CIVILIAN LOGISTICIAN SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to determine the
characteristics, qualities, and background of current Air Force
civilian logisticians. The results obtained from this survey
will be used to explain what makes a civilian logistician
successful. Your inputs will be valuablie to the career
development of future senior civilian logisticians.

Some questions require you to rate your capabilities., It is
very important that you do this honestly. Please be assured that
your responses will remain anonymous. Only aggregate data will
be reported.

Some questions require you to specify whether experience or
training was obtained during prior military service or during
your civil service career. This is so the researcher can obtain
an accurate picture of your civil service experiences. For
questions where no such specification is made, you should answer
based on all jyour experience.

Please mark your answers on this guestionnaire. If you have

any questions while you are completing this survey, do not
hesitate to call Capt David West at AFIT, AUTOVON 785-5435.

1. What is your current job series?

a. 301 g. 191¢
b. 343 h. 2883
c. 345 i. 201¢
d. 346 j. 2130
e. 1101 k. Other
f. 1670

2. How many years of prior military service do you have?

a. 5 or less

b. 6 tc 19

c. 11 to 15

d. 16 to 20

e. 21 or more

f. I DO NOT have prior military service.
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The next section of this survey asks questions about your
experience. Some definitions are in order. Program management
refers to weapons system acquisition or follow-on logistics
support. Combat logistics includes actual wartime experience as
well as combat planning and combat exercises such as REFORGER or
Red Flag. Item manager experience is defined as wholesale
logistics, not retail logistics. Retail logistics includes only
base level logistics plans, maintenance, procurement, supply, or
transportation.

3. In which of the following logistics disciplines have you had .
assignments? (please mark all that apply)

a. Acquisition Logistics d4. Retail Logistics
b. International Logistics e. Wholesale Logistics
c. Combat Logistics

4. Where did you obtain your experience in acquisition
logistics? (please mark all that apply)

a. Program management in AFLC

b. Program management in AFSC

c. Program management in other MAJCOM or SOA
d. Defense Logistics Agency

e. Air Force Plant Representative Office

f. Other (please specify)
g. I DO NOT have acquisition logistics experience.

5. Where did you obtain your experience in international
logistics? (please mark all that apply)

a. International Logistics Center
b. Air Logistics Center

C. Security Assistance Office

d. Program Management in AFSC

2. Other (please specify)
f. I DO NOT have international logistics experience.

6. Where did you obtain your experience in combat logistics?
(please mark all that apply)

a. Actual wartime experience (please specify)

b. Combat exercise planning or participation (please
specify)

c. Mobility planning

d. Logistics Operations Center

e. Other (please specify)

f. I DO NOT have combat logistics experience.
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7. Where did you obtain youi. experience in retail logistics?
(please mark all that apply)

a. Base level logistics plans
b. Base level maintenance

c. Base level procurement

d. Base level supply

e. Base level transportation
f. Other (please specify)
g. I DO NOT have retail logistics experience.

8. Where did you obtain your experience in wholesale logistics?
(please mark all that apply)

a. Air Logistics Center

b. AFLC Headquarters

c. Defense Logistics Agency

d. General Services Administration
e. Other (please specify)
f. 1 DO NOT have wholesale logistics experience.

9. Have you ever had an assignment in an operational command?

a. Yes, as a civilian (please specify commands)

b. Yes, during prior military experience (please specify
commands)
c. No

1d. How many management/supervisory positions have you held?

a. One d. Four or more
b. Two e. None
cC. Three

11. At what levels have you held staff positions? (please mark
all that apply)

a. Branch

b. Division

c. Directorate

d. Headquarters (MAJCOM)

e. Headquarters (USAF, SAF)
f. Other (please specify)
3. I HAVE NOT held a staff position.

93




12, Wwhat percentage of your experience in management/supervisory
and staff positions was in logistics?

13. How many times have you moved during your Air Force Civil
Service career?

a. One d. Four or more
b. Two e. I HAVE NOT moved

c¢. Three
14, Do you have a Bachelors degree?

a. Yes (please specify major)
b. No

15. Do you have a Masters degree?

a. Yes (please specify major)
b. No

16. Have you taken any Professional Continuing Education (PCE)
courses? (please mark all that apply)

a. Yes - at AFIT
b. Yes - at civilian institutions
C. No

17. wWhich of the following Professional Military Education (PME)
courses have you completed? (please mark all that apply and
specify "C" for courses you completed during your civil service
career and "M" for courses you completed in the military)

a. Squadron Officers School

b. __ Air Command and Staff College (or equivalent)
c. ____ Industrial College of the Armed Forces

d. __ Defense Systems Management Course

€. __ Air War College (or equivalent)

f. ___ Other (please specify)

g. I HAVE NOT completed any PME courses.
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The next section asks questions about the professional
qualities and characteristics you possess,

18. Which of the following statements describes your involvement
in professional logistics organizations such as SOLE, NCMA, or
Council of Logistics Management? (please mark all that apply)

a. I am a member of a professional logistics organization.

b. I am an active member of a prcfessional logistics
organization (attend most meetings and functions).

c. I have attended conferences or symposia sponsored by
professional logistics organizations.

d. 1 have been a presenter, moderator, or panel leader
professional logistics organization.

e. 1 DO NOT belong to any professional logistics
organizations,

19. My level of technical competence in engineering is: (if you
are highly competent in one engineering discipline you should
mark "highly competent.")

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent

20. My level of technical competence in logistics plans is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent

21. My level of technica! competence in maintenance is:
1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent

22. My level of technical competence in procurement is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent
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23. My level of technical competence in supply is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent
24, My level of technical competence in system, item, cr program ‘

management is: (1f you are highly competent in system or item or
program management you should mark "highly competent.")

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent

25. My level of technical competence in transportation is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly
Competent Competent Competent

Prior research has suggested several personal gualities and
professional skills are desirable in a senior logistician. The
next two gquestions ask you to assess the level to which you
personally possess these qualities and skills.

26. Given 100 points, please allocate them among the personal
qualities listed below based on the relative degree to which you
possess these characteristics. You may use zeros if appropriate.

Common Sense
Communication
Dedication
Initiative
Integrity
Leadership
Management

Other

TOTAL = 100 points
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27, Given 160 points, please allocate them among the following
professional skills based on the relative degree to which you
possess them. You may use 2zeros.

Analytical Techniques

Job Knowledge

Planning Ability

Problem Solving/Systems Viewpoint

Resourcing Ability (Programming,
Budgeting, Allocating)

Thorough Staff Work

Other (specify)

Other (specify)

TOTAL

169 points

Do you have any comments to add?

Thank you for completing this survey and cortributing to the
success of this study. Please return this questionnaire in the
self-addresses envelope provided. Please mail it today.

If you would like an executive summary of the results of
this study, please enclose a separate sheet of paper with your
name and address. Again, your individual answers will be kept
confidential and will only be repcrted as aggregate data.
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6 Personal qualities go hand in hand. nuch neceszar: i,
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214. International logistics depends heavily an your ab:
to communicate the customer's needs to the system and th+
system Lo the custome

a
D—‘

ays
248. Ability to "see" the big picture 1s extremely
important. This defines the why., what and how, and allows
competent decisions.

252, Your developm oraogram should definitely placte oF
logisticlian 1n a rea wurlk environment . 1.e. 3“ 1ve flva

1 \
wing and Numbered Air Force and definitely MAJCC

265 I have been fnrtinate to attend one AFIT course and
locally taught courses in my Civil Gervice careey Thesze
courses helped me to see the overall logistics picture =2
opposed to the ALC portion

275. A good logilistician will have at least a business 4
in Management. Finance, or Accounting and scme logistito
related experience. A college a2ducatilon 1s very imparoan

and essential for a logistician.

More latitude should be given to the logistician &

his/her trade through allowing GS-11/12s to atten
s at AFIT. through seminars and correspond=snc=2.
ace zsuch as this will only help to maintain the
grlfy necessary to the AF logistics world. TOY funds
m to dictate the need for apprnpr1at9 clasces 1nstead
he furthering of quality logistics management. from an A
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Appendix Classitfication Survey
Hello. I'm Captain David West . I am an AFIT grad . a*
student conducting Alr Foree research on professioni.
development for logisticians
T am inr@v“iswlng denury Aivectavs, diviston chiier
civililian personnel <Sfflce represeontatives it Heswdgoayo-
Force Legistics Command and 21l whe Air Logioriss: Tons oos
order to develop a list of civilian prcfess) Lo
artivities. Theres ar= no right or wrong ancs :
I only need yvour honest., persina
will be combined wi*h all others a e
1nd1 vidually
you take ten minutes Lo answer severz: gilestiorn
research? May I tape record 2ur i1nterview Lo =g
2 taking?
ask nine related questicns to helg vaou vy=23ll
g related to the topic Here's the first guezt:

! What Alr Force or MAJICOM programs do you use 1n woor
directorate/division/base to promote professional
development?

2 What portions of the Careesr Enhancement Dlan (CEPY 1
use to promote professional development?

? What portions <f the Logistics CTivilian Carser
Enhancement Praogram (LCCEP)Y do you use L2 promote
profezsional develzopment?

4. What local Initiatives do vou use Lo promctes pyotfeos:
davelq pment in your directorate/divisionskass’?

S What zelf-divected programs 4o members of youy
directorate/division/bas2 use Lo promot= professional
development?

The followlng guestion 13 1n fThree parts 1'11 read tl.2

entire Jquestion first.

What other general actaivities 4o you use whi~h promos
~nal development Ly increasing 1ndividoal:

5. tperience?

2 may nclude azzignments. advanced paositionz,
i

ednucation and training?
This may i1nclude Pﬁllege degrees, PCE. and PME.

o

L
0




8. professional attributes?
This may include personal qualities,
competence, and professional status.

it
4]
’1

[

hnica

9. Are there any other means of professicnal dews
whlch your organization uses?

{
-
w)

-
3
o
-3
+

If you are interested. I'll send you an executive cummary

A SANINA

this survey. May I have your name and organizat: . n.l =17reos

please? Thank you very much for your help in “hic e




Appendix D: “Zlaszszification Survey Data
Response Key:

1 to 7 Directorate Level

8 to 12 Divisicn Level

12 to 19: Civilian Personnel 2ffices (Staffing -

Training)
Question 1:

What Ailr Force or MAJCOM programs do you use in v
directorates/division/base to promote professicnal
development?

Responses:

la. We use the Logistics Civilian Career Enhanc
Program (LCCEP) .

P. We also use individual courses
the Air Force Institute of Technology (AF

2f Personnel Management

C. we take advantage of policies
the Malntenance Recruitment and Development Prcogram
which allow "developmental assignments" to and from
Headquartars Air Force Logistics Command (HQ AFLCY and ¥
Ai1r Logistics Centers (ALCs)

d. Finally. we have the Pacer Impact progran T
designed to innovate ways to increase produc flv’t,. Some 01
tbee innovations are 1n the area of professicnal
development .

2a. We use 1ndividual courses avallable fhrfvjh ATIT
and Equal! Employment Opportunity (EEO)/ Administrative type
classes.

b. We alsoc use OPM Executive Management Leadersh:p
Seminars

c. Finally., we use Long-Term Full-Time Training whi-h
13 avallable t£2 individuals if they are within one yv=av I
graduation However, the lack 2f money means no coorhiyes
are availlable to backfill losses

3a. We use career broadening. to USAFE and W 7DAF oo
particular. which are available through both individual
d=2=irez and LCTEP. *

o We alsg use AFIT courses which are available oo

LCCEP registrants and nen-registrante.

(OPM) .
In addition.
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4a. We use the Palace Acgquire program t¢ conduct
broadening by sending a group of newly hired individuzalsz.
AFLC management interns, to HQ AFLC each year for a two =z
developmental program. after which time they rethurn - the
original ALC.

b. In addition. there are LCCEP and other LICED furne
programs for accounting and computer personnsi.

5. We uege all the educaticn nraograms 2available i i
= T N D R - I Yo e ol SN T WY O W Wl T
LCCEPRP f.: individiuals from G35-12 thi DU oLt

€. We use LCCEP.

7a. We use education <opportunitles avalliiabpls
Defense Systems Management aollege (DSMC) . the Tei
programs at Harvard. Purdue and UCLA, and the TAC
Course. all of which have participants selected b
AF panel.

b. We alsc us= LCCEP.

8. We use the Logistics Training Pregram (LSTR
dcveloped for our division and other similar Aivisions

~ C |
cvelop
throughout AFLC by HQ AFLC

9a We use AFIT courses,
b. We also use courses available thy sag! O KW
Lage training office such as management and efr-ctive wrot

10a. We uge AFIT trainming and jroduaats
iso use the OFM sponsorei Weot-oorn e

eminars taught in Denver.

se courses avallakle 11 the AFI il

are then paid for out of unit aperations and ma
money .

1z We us< LCCEFR

13. We use all programs availlable rowm Rand gl
AFB/CPMC and as given in AFR 40-110.

lda. We wse LCCEP education and acsignment
apportunities.

b. We alsoc use Palace Acgquire centralized hirviny
2] P

implement the AFLC management i1ntern pragram for i
hired under scheduale B appointment authority.

15. None 1n particular.
L& We ome caresy prodgransy ouch s LTCET wdeet s
avallable tfor various career fields.




17. We use LCCEP.

18a. W2 use DSMC courses, which are paid for by Ho
AFLC.

b. We also use the 26 available career programs. =7
which LCCEF 1= one. Individuals may register 1in as
.

career programs, for which they are gualified. as v et
19, No2ope 1n particular
Question 2:
Careey Enhancement DY=an 0 TET

What portions of the
you use to promote professional develcopment?

Responses:

1. We do not greatly use the CEP. We use other meir
to identify needs and allocate training sliots.

2a. It 1g Important in ensuring pecple go %o the yi W
courses, for example, that we don't send them to LOG 224
other introductory courses if they already havse logistics

experience.
b, We use it 1n rconiuncticn with annual counsellina,
which actually takes place about every 18 months.

-

3. Individuals prepare their own forms. Weakneszoos
which they identify are met with LCCEP programs.

4. We use the CEF to build the 18 month traininpg a0l
education plan for career brcadeners both within the
directorate and between directorates.

5. We use the CEP becaunse annual nomination pacharss

o

tor schools mucst include a CEP showing that the courees
necessary.

6. None 1n particular.

7. None 1in particular.

3. The CEP does not have a big vrole for our division.

9. The CEP 1z used very little. Tt 15 useful for
determining rotational moves Lo other direct-ratas.

10. None 1in particular.
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11. The CEP is used 1in different ways by separate
2ffices to specify those types of courses which may be

applicable.

12. The form itself is not widely used. We watch -~ur

performers closely within cur own division.

13. We use the CEP as shown 1in AFR 40-410.
7. This includes filling cut the CEP parfts [1-Z.

required training. scheduled pipeline training. LA
management systems training. and goals by position and Jv

14, We use the CEP as a guide and trainiag plan.

13, The CEP 1= usged for input data. with t"he oouriz-
codes representing var ious academic subject areas.  The Azt
become part of the Alr Force Civilian Personnel Managamen®
Tenter (ATIPMC) civililan personnel data system (PDE-T0 =2l

can then be used to identify logistics course v&palivensns®
for any ALC or for AFLC 25 a whole.

16. None in particular.

17. We pass on data from the CEP to LCCEP at ADOTRMT

Therefore, the responses should be welil thought nt and

acourate.,

18. The CEP plays a big role. It helps determine the

needs of individuals 1n the field., and 13 the only r.oo

have to fill spaces for on site courses. We Juct =ent

coplies throughout the ALC to our career mrogram r=2gistr
and they <an each request up to seven courses using th

19. None 1n particular.

Question 3:

What portions of the Logiztics Tivilian Tare-
Enhancement Program (LCCEP) do vou uze to promot-
profeszzinal development?

Responses:

la. We primarily use the training, opporhbunlr t=3
available through LCCEP.

-

b, We also use career broadening aszigrments= to

Alr Staff. etc

>, Finally. we promote cadre selectinn ac 3 way

de‘/elop pri 1de among 11)1[1 ti~1ans.
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2. AFIT courses are the most important part of LITET
nt more guotas are needed. Currently. school slots are wver
competitive, with the majority going to cadre memiers
Wright-Patterson AFB has an advantage in gethting courses do-
to their ability to fi1ll classes with short notice and the

reduced TDY funds required.

2. We primarily use the AFIT courses avaliabioc mohx

4. We primarily use LCCEP to create and fi1ll rcarzer
broadening positions within the directorate
Sa. We use the education cppertunities avatiabils

primarily to LCCEP cadre.
b. We also use AFCPIC for woilliwide assignments
b

5. We primarily use courses available through L7T7Z7

= None 1in particular.

2. None in particular.

9. We use LCCEP primarily to get geminmayr s obtr
ccurses which are available to cadre members.

10. We use LCCEP 1n order to gualify indiviloaio -

degree programs at state universities
11. Neone 1in particular.

12. We use the AFIT and civillian institute one vear
programs available through LCCEP.

D

vaillabie fyr-m PM. =24

13. We primarily use course
series which includez zovs

as their executive development
managemeant . time management. eto.

3

'ﬂ U)

1l4a. We use the AFIT graduate logistics school ' o 1-
and short c¢ourses which are available to LCCER regiztrant
. We also use the two vear reassignments for oar
broadening.
1%, None in particular,
16a. We primarily use the graduate and undergralaat

programs avallable thraough LCCEPR.

. We alzs use short courses available througy LT
and lizted 1n their FY20Q Career Program Guide Thoz- ay s
often only g»nHrﬁl matigenent type courEes renamod b o
layglatics DY example.  one oourge 17 entaitled UTho
Logistics af Managing Conflict.”
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17. We use all parts of the pragram.

12 We uge all parts of the program, =sspeoiall
training and career Dbroadening opportunities.
19, We use th en v

¢ LOCER cadre program to op
ashiqnment doors. External funding 13 the bi1g
r.

CAam.

Whzt locad e oy uEe BTy e
=t locoal NAPIPRRAY Tyt
professional deve n oyour Jdivectorate Dl

s
ot
Ul

1a. We encourage participa 1o
Praoduction and Inventory Contraol
b We primar:ly laock o SR
2

rograms which meet our needs SR
riaiity

Za We arranjge local, ore-aa LrEes
such as computer skiils and pual

Lo We enchange personnel RS ’
Center (ILCY and Systems Coardinat =TT
the Loigistirz Orerations Ten-er O
and hernefits

b We hzave A lorzal carvser broaderiny groogroan
nr Alr Base Graup personn2l ffice LARS DT - ;
tallored to G5-92 and above employees

L. We alsc have an ALC wide panel oonsistini =
divectors, which conducts ~ompetitiv T 3
personnel changes necessary Lo meef MR
sther crganizational objecstives These geovrs o onn m
be for eilther an 1ndefinite ger1od of time vootor
specified period of time with follow—on return & 0%
oY 13173l directorate.

R
L

4da . We have implemanted personnel < hanaes oo

directorate for career broadening.
b, We also use a program of execuhtlve oominn
we call the "logistics spectrum.” These are m- T

X !
triefings and seminars for all <¢f 2cur superwvis vrI.

5. We are trying to develop an ALC wide oo i
identi1fy -aveer broadening posttions and 110 biagn
125 and above 1nto them.
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1la. We use locally developed procedures £
broadening between directorates.

b. We conduct off-site management retresr

spealkers and seminars. at a lacal conventicon cent

p—t

lly 1n position
b. We encourage membership in 3
and last year took all deputy division oha
1
s, We contracht with a local firm

and fonsulbting on Innovabtive managesment
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1 s working with ~ur majar corn
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£ LAl
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.
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|
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Question 5:

What self-directed programs do members of ooy
directoratesdivision/base use Lo promote praof=ssl i
development?
Responses:
la. They ervall in uaniversity —-ourz:=z 1o “h= . .
area.
b Thewv also participate 1n profegsicnal zorisn -

2. None 1n particular.

2 They pursue additional educatizon For =wample
engineers may return to colilege faor a Mast=r's Zdegres 1n-
trh=ly applicabls fi1eld Individaals takirny olezss Wl
Job related are eligible for =3ime finznocial hely

4x. They primari.y Ioxn cnllegs ooivavoes Wi
taught here on hase

b They 3lzo =2rvoll 1o Dguadron D08 cer Job oo
and ALy War College (AW

c Norme inopavbioualar

; Th R
individual s )

L. We v AR
who take fhe 1n 1 £
taught during day shift

7. They primarily enr~ll in loc
wniversities,.  Their motivation 1s -
Masters degree zince most already h

2. Ncne 1n partaicular,

3 Mone in particula

S0 Agegaociates wze the leoarning centevs whiol ooy oo

£ Tibrariss (r fhe slivesr o b0 0 Se i

such as JTuo. In Time (2717 AT




b. Individuals also participate 1n the FUA oy Zoo-
Management Association which provides orne AdAxvy oo rfas -
semlnars

¢. Individuals can alzo recelve cred it oy
participating in the speaker’
called on to brief theilr dareas cf
base agenciles requesting briefings.

i2a. LSy 2N

b. They enrol
>. They alszo
ngineers (SOLE)Y.

I 1n ECI correspondorno- Coare s,
1 in local universitie
participate in tre Soc

b L)

b
t
S

)
Lo 3
ul
R

T
+

1l4z. Many individuals take advantage ~f o 1l-o5-
programs available through private and gtat N 1

b. They also enrcoll 1in correspo dence programs oo

Alr University.

6. We provide

1
to encourage individis -
Johorelated fieslds.
courses, $125 for four 2
credit courses

17. We encourage individuals o2 prepars fhemso -
LC2TEP cadre beforé they qget to the G5/M-17 ol
“hrough self-directed 1:cal educition Snprts g

13 Thes2 programs are very informal. but “lhere o
1ot of “ppo:*in,ties Individuals can earn atzlen
fory college courses taught on the local public telooox.
ztation, Join one of the approrsimately ten Toactmash=:
chapters which meet aon bhase, > parficipats 1n il Tass
Management Associafbtlion

19, Individuals may porticipet= o ool oo
corvrespondence courses.,

Quegtion 6:

- v 1 P ~ . .
heyr gernoral activities R N M Y :
R TR R SR =

Jev=iopment by ncreas: . :
1nTiade assignment s, 1d ranced oo o




Responses:

la. We use "Director's Calls” to give our <ivililan
project officers experience through briefing *heltv progrims
to senior leaders

b. Our directorate's Civilian Policy Board works
civilian 1ssues to 1nclude submitting individual= ¢
=ducation opportunitil=s and awards., and making ondrei ool
career broadening assignments within the direct rat

£
o

&

Jz. W
C@rviﬁ- (FES) 1individuals designate positisns s carae:
Sroadening pesitions and having LOCEP fill them,

b. We also send our Schedule B emplaoyveas - Ay
Lrgistics Centers (ALCs) affer three months at HQ AFLST
have them return to the HQ at the two year point.

J

-
g

3. We strongly encourage individuals to
experience. and may someftimes twist their arms

]
t1,

4. We 1nterchange individuals between directorates
a reriod of 18 months. This program 13 primarily £z
interested high-burner GZ/M- 135 within the maintenance and
material management directorates.

5. We use an executive development board for o
directorate, which is composed of deputy divizi n thrav:
Trey choose 1ndividuals for career broadening. frainains
education within the directorate. This board allows
resources of all divisions Lo be used.

6. We only use rotational assignments in a wvery [omted
3 rac

are short of persaonn=! in moat ar :o

7. None 1n particular.
S. 0 We e career Droadening bt increase anpe T

A3
Thiz ncludes pushing our managers Lo regizster
compete for ocadre.

b

9. We nge ~aveer bhroadening betwesn dive st ovar .z fo
our high burners.

10a.  We nwe DX2, which 12 a4 pay bPand fo0 a1 30 M0

IS

and G5,/M-14s. Thus, individuals have a doabl=1 v

use career broadening by having Sernicr Eiresor oo

pesalble positions availlable and ~n gain great-yr ewpsyioer o

and profeszional development .

B, We alzo uge Job series il 3
Fooonly fonry 1obh series withan the Tl s
Srases praoficienoy gurden e st .| telo

117 training.
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11. We use LCCEP career broadening opportuaniht =z

12. Rotational assignments within the Jdivision zre 1o0.0=
in a very limited manner.

13a. We use the Education With Industry (EWI: rprogram

7 I 3
by nominating individuals every vear.
D. We alzoc use the Offi1c2 of the Assiztant JT.ooovatal
of Defense (QASD) program by nominating 1ndiv:lis S
Yyear

14, We help management f1ll positionz.  Thic
espe-lally important in areas such as the Contracs
Maintenance Support Tentorzg. where pogsitions vibate
in order to avold possible conflilcts <8 1nteral®

15. Rotational assignments and other v -
still used but no longer as eutensively as 1

16, We use AFCPMC annually advertised car<-r by ood-oor
programs for LCCEF and other program registrants Thi=o-
inziuds nine month broadsning assignments wirh tnlo-ofs K
aszignments to HQ USAF.

17. We use LCTEP career broadening. espe~ially £
single weapons system 1tem managers who would 2iherwise
rerelive vary jittle broadening experience.

18. Although not normally thought of az Taresr
froadening. we sometimes benefit from indiviadaais Wi -
train from Jjob series with limited promobion potent izl

2 We uee r=azgsignmentz to Incroasms suporsr-e
Question 7:

What other general activitilss loo oo 2 wine -
profezsional Adevelopment by 1ncveazing cndrcl loalowd
Cralniing.

THi=z may i nl s mn Tera 3 NP Do o ey o)

S WY Lo ! >, M cE )
Tomtainuing Education (FOE and sfessional Milor
Tiataton (PMID

Responses:

Mare 1n maveioulay,

v vo
L

-

2. None in partioalar.

Yo We oncouradge 1ok related traiming.

—
r—
)




None 1n particular.

None 1n particular.

6. None 1in particular.
7. None 1n particular

g. We en
through LCC

a. All szuperviscrs attend mandatory sureris ooy
ner training once a year.
b. We provide and schedule individuals for -on

et

9
efres

Manufacturing Resource Planning (MRP II)

10a. We provide mandatory team
Seminars every two months.

b. We alsg provide training
disciplines: industrial engineering.
egsential process management ., structu
analysis., gquality. =tc

c Local counrveas are taught on communioat .
coaching, and managerilal ethics, with books by R
Pzstin

A, Since industrial enjineers ars hard *+. 717
hire electrical engineers, etc. and train *h-=pn.

11 W ouse LSTP standard courses. in togpcF
reliapility and maintainability or warrantie:s

12. None in particular,

ﬂurxge local tralning opportunitiss avallah]

13. We approve funding for 1ab related ol loqgs = o

14, None 1n particular.

We use Type IV mobile classes which o3

2
]
7

16, None 1n particular.

17. In31v1< @als may vequive extenzive o=l o o

qualifications fVu1n1ng in order o make them =lizchilc f
positions of career broadening.

184 We have arranged £ have a large rauanker 700
university courses faught on basze during noon tlme i
1mmediately after work hours noavder t o omaks s hoen
contsenlent




L. We received a large number of slots for ATTC L
vear 1n AFLC and were not able to fill all of them
19, None in particular.
Question 8:
o iozl
fonal mhoasos

Responses:
1. None in particular.

.. We use participation in Professi

Education (PME). Societ/ of Logistics A
Force Asscociation (AFA), League of Wom

engineering societilies. We strongly =n

activities if they are 1ob related.

3. If a good person can't present him/herasel? well,
counsel and work with the indiwvid - Lot -
and tompete successfully.

4. We encourage participation in AFA. th= 7
Managers Association (FMA ., and the Fed=2yral Kio=or z

Azzociation (FEAY .

5. None 1in particular.

ta We encourage parvticipabion in Zhe marny [ al
professional organlzations, such as Toastmasters Doy om0 1o
apeaking, and engineering, produchtion conty sl oanl oo
3ocietles

b In aiiifimn we have a direct rate memb-rsh
"he Amer:ican Froduction and Inventory Contro]l Soriss
(ARICS) This allaws evaeryone 1n the divizion whoo 1o
attend meetings and receive the ARPICH maj&:lne RS STME

7a. We encaurage individuals to participare vt To o

Management Association. which 1s <pen %o all. S2-0 ol
b, We alzo have the Federal Manageoment Ascoociat o o
{TM tor indivieiduals G2/M-12 ared abovwe . Tha FMA -0

)
regular one day leadership =eminars:s onoonch o boors o s
ceroonnel law, ethicz od whistieblwers, b

H
) —
]




9a. We encourage individuals to read technical papers
from APICS and study for professional certification through
APICS.

b. We alsoc encourage individuals to join and
participate in AFA and SOLE.

10. No personnel appraisals are used under Pacer Share.
11. We encourage participation in local clubs and AFA.
12. Ncne in particular.

13. In addition to SOLE, we use participation in the
National Contract Management Association (NCMRA),
International Personnel Management Association (IPMA) and
others.

14a. Individuals must initiate these activities for the
most part. AFA and Toastmasters are well known.
b. In addition, community involvement 1s particularly
encouraged under the current leadership.

15a. The courses at Hurlburt Field in foreign country
orientatiocn and cross cultural communications teach
professional skills.
b. The AFLC Senior Logistician Orientation course
also teaches professional skills.

16. We have a speaker's bureau through our Public
Affairs Office.

17. We encourage invoclvement in professional societies
and EWI as ways to sharpen professional skills.

18. We encourage professional certification through
engineering societies and the National Contract Management
Association (NCMA) for engineers and procurement specialists,
respectively.

19a. We encourage participation in engineering
societies, the base management association and the speaker'c
bureau.
b. In addition, local political and community
involvement is highly regarded as a way to improve
professional attributes.

Question 9:
Are there any other means of professional development

which your organization uses?
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Responses:

1. None in particular. Comment: Overall program
suffers from a lack of educational courses and low guoras tor
these courses. We should conduct in-depth training every two
vears tor people with high potential and put a greater
emphasils on education.

2. None in particular. Comment: Individuals must show
1nitliative 1n their career development to make 1t work.

3. None 1n particular. Comment: Individual development
of the true qualities of a professional needs to be stressea
more. This begins with supervisors doing their duty by
providing counselling to improve their subordinates
proressional bpehaviors.

4. None 1n particular.

5. None 1n particular.

6. None 1n particular. Comment: Most courses avallaplie
through LCCEP are too management generic and too general to
be useful. We developed - our own programs to meet this
weakness.

7. None 1n particular.

8. None 1n particutar,.

!

rt

Y. None in particular. C(Comment: All Supervisors mus
be availlable personally to work with their supordinates.
supervisors provide true protessional development by

recognizing and correcting weaknesses 1n theilr subordinates.

10. None 1n particular.

11. None in particular. Commenc: LCCEP cadre setfection
process 18 capricious. oUnly those 1ndividuals selected get a
lot of career development activity. Also. career brcadening

may take our best people away. Finally. the AFIT catalog
does not promote 1ts courses well.

1Z. None 1in particular. Comment: We are a business.
Our management style 1s not significantly difrerent trom
private businesses, therefore we go to private companies tor

training. They have betfer tralning resources than we have
1n house.

13. None 1n particular. Comment: Instead of more sotr
rourses, stress management tor example. we need mors hara

119




sk1lls to 1ncrease technical competence on the job. ir
people knew how to do their jobs they would have less stress.

14. None 1n particular.

13, Some limited tunds are avallable to buy training
for developmental courses 1n logistics i1n eilther technical or
management areas, as requested by the tield.

16. None 1n particular.

17, None 1n particular. Comment: [t 1s important tor
us to enhance the 1mage ot LCCEP. Some possibilities are
Palace briefings. official recognition of cadre members,
awards programs, etc.

14. None 1n particular.

19. None 1n particular.




Appendix E: Classification Survey Coded Datas

Response Number Key

ond and Third Digit (01-19) -
Fourth Digit (1—01 - resy

rst Digit (1-9) - sx‘féy questli: Toanher
co Y
¥

1.1 - Assigrments 1in Logistic: 2.1 - Derson
1.2 - Advanced Dositionsg 3.2 - Techn:
1.3 - Geographic Mobility 3.3 - Profess
2.1 — College Degree 3.4 - Prafess
2.2 - PCE 4.7 - No Sper
2.2 - PME 0.0 - Mo Resp
REZPONSE CODED
NUMBER RECPONZES
1011 4.0
1012 o2 2.1 3.2 LT
1012 1.1 1.2 T T2
inN14d 4.0
1021 2.2 202 R
1022 2.z P
1023 2.1 22
1031 1.1 1.2 [ B
1032 2.2 3.2 2.0
1941 1.1 L2 [ K
1042 4.0
1051 2.1 2.2 22 K
1061 4.0
Lo71 2.z R
1072 4.0
1021 2.2
1091 2.2 R R
1002 K
1101 2.z 2.2 N
1102 2.2 3.1 3.0
1111 2.2 202 R
1121 1.0
1121 4.0
1141 4.7
1142 F 1.2 D0 B
Lisl oL
ilAd 4.7
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Abstract

This study continues five years of AFIT research on the
senior Air Force Logistician. The purpose of this research
was to use the previously developed AFIT Civilian Model, a
weighted model of the background, characteristics, and
gualities of the ideal senior Air Force civilian
logistician, in order to determine the developmental needs
of the population of GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians. The study
also surveyed and classified existing professional
development programs for civilian logisticians, and
evaluated the appropriateness of these programs in meeting
developmental needs for GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians.

A written survey evaliuated these mid-level civilian
logisticians ayainst the AFIT Civilian Model's 100 point
scale. Structured telephone interviews provided information
about the range and variety of existing professional
cdevelopment programs. The research used non-parametric
statistics to evaluate program appropriateness by
determining the correlation between developmental needs and
corresponding programs.

In general, mid-level civilian logisticians did not fit
the "ideal” AFIT Civilian Model very well, with scores
ranging from 12.9 to 82.2 a2nd a mean score of 49.3. These
logisticians displayed weaknesses i1n six of the ten model-
categories. Individual professional development programs
existed to facilitate development in all ten categories of
the AFIT Civilian Model, but the overall program was not
balanced to meet the weaknesses of the current mid-level
logisticians.

This research should be potentially valuable to those
interested in civilian logistician professional development.
1t provides ideas and analysis for professional development
program managers and individual mid-level logisticians. The
cdata and comments provide new insights into mid-level
logistician development needs and programs.
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